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PREFACE. 



It has been found necessarj-, on account of its i 
ate bulk, to divide the last volume of the first edition of this 
work. The question may be asked, why I have not rather 
retrenched and curtailed it; and my reply is, that I did not 
think myself justified in dealing thus with a book which already 
belongs to the public, and has been blessed to the public good ; 
— that the words of the Passion and the Resurrection demand 
the most careful and elaborate treatment, being of all our 
Lord's discourses the most weighty, the most profound, and the 
most unlimited in their consequences; — and, moreover, that they 
involve more than ordinary exposition of the historical narrative 
with which they are so wonderfully interwoven. As to the 
most diffuse of the treatises contained in these volumes — those 
on Baptism and the Lord's Supper — the necessity of our own 
times has required that they should be rather enlarged than 



May the Lord open for this exposition of His word, based 
upon a peneti'ating contemplation of His life, a still more ex- 
tended path of usefulness and blessing 1 May it especially he 
the means of convincing many that " the abstract principle of an 
authoritative Scripture," even without the strict obligations of 
Confessions, can offer something positive enough for a genuine 
f^th in Christ; and of proving to others that even a "more 
rigorous idea of inspiration" may be consistently and intelligently 
carried out into the details of interpretation, to the satisfaction 
of every reasonable mind. 

We have heard lately many protests against both these 
things, with direct reference to this boob. As to my work, it 
VOL. VII. a 
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must continue to defend itself and assert its own claims ; but I 
may be permitted, by way of preface, to say a few words in 
reply more especially to the review of Weizsacker in Renter's 
Repertorium (March 1854).' I am thankful to this generally 
friendly critic for ^ving me this opportunity ; and cannot deny 
that I feel more sympathy with his scientific freedom than with 
the ecclesiastical narrowness of my former critic Miinchmeyer : 
— whose exhortations to submit myself to his so-called Church 
were utterly lost upon me, but whose objections and misunder- 
standings have been referred to, wheresoever expedient, in this 
second edition. Weizsacker also adopts a fundamental position 
quite different from mine ; and the consequence is much mis- 
apprehension and much stricture and condemnation which I 
must altogether repudiate. Not that I refuse to submit to 
correction : God knows how gladly I would learn from any one 
who should convince my judgment. My critic's review very 
closely and carefully pursues the first four volumes of the 
work ; but I cannot of course trouble the public with specific 
reply to all his individual criticisms. After all, when each has 
said all that he has to say, the reader must judge and decide. 
As to the charge, which, with all its severity, is urged with 
brotherly kindness, that my book occasionally deals in sweeping 
condemnation of those who are otherwise minded, I can only say 
that every man has a right to use his literary prerogative accord- 
ing to his conviction ; and certainly my critic has unsparingly 
used his in regard to my imworthy self. Let us take care to 
avoid such smooth courtliness as would imperil the sharp ex- 
pression of our honest convictions ! On t!ie other hand, let us 
beware of being needlessly offended by every sharp expression 
of contrary judgment I My book will be found, however, to 
abound in conciliatory words which prove that, while I wage 
vehement warfare against everything that opposes my convic- 
tions, my blame is directed only against unbelief, half-belief, 
and the human element which violates my understanding of the 
Divine Word: moreover, that I do not make faith in this word 
and the person of Christ unconditionally dependent upon indi- 
vidual apprehensions of individual truths, but recognise it every- 
where as the faith of the heart, whatever form or direction it 
may take. 
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The remarks whicli I purpose to make upon Weizsacker's 
criticism may be advantageously limited to the fonr main points 
which lie at the foundation of all his objections and censures : 
to wit, that there is contradiction in my fundamental principles 
themselves — that I touch the subordinate historical problem un- 
skilfully — that my harmonistic system is unscientific and forced 
— that, finally, the exegesis is far from giving the true and 
unprejudiced meaning. 

The objection that there are contradictions, still unremoved, 
in my theory and system, is one to which every system in theo- 
logy as well as in philosophy is exposed at the hands of every 
other system. The perpetual conflict of my exegesis witli that 
of the predominant school has given me abmidant incentive 
thoroughly to test my fundamental principles, in order to find 
out what might be wanting to their unity and consistency ; but 
the most conscientious revision of the work for this second edi- 
tion has detected nothing in them fundamentally contradictory. 
On the contrary, I have become more livingly conscious of tlie 
internal truth and harmony of my views ; while only in a few 
places it has seemed prudent to render the expression a httle 
plainer, and less open to misunderstanding. Would that the 
critic above-named had pointed out to me what those contradic- 
tions are, with the same diffuseness which he has expended upon 
individual questions of exegesis 1 I seek that information in 
vain throughout his Review, and am therefore referred to the 
" orthodox theology" of the Universities, which his criticism rests 
upon as a presupposed and unquestioned foundation. 

The question of historical criticism and Harmony comes 
next ; but it is primarily in my " tolerably rigid, though not 
mechanical idea of inspiration" that I am challenged to admit 
my self-contradiction. That my idea of inspiration — to use these 
words in passing, although it is not properly speaking mine — 
contradicts " the methods not only of most modem critics, but 
of the apologists also," is neither to be denied nor altered by 
me ; the question is whether, as I have many times asserted and 
proved, these methods themselves are not to be charged with 
vagueness and inconsistency, if not with an utter want of any 
theory of inspiration whatever. Do I understand it to be a 
fundamental contradiction in me, that I would join the newer 
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theology, against tlie old orthodoxy, in giving its full right to 
the human side, while the Divine is not forgotten and denied? 
My critic can scarcely mean this, for he himself reckons " the 
pervading reference of the word to the Divine-human person of 
Jesus" among the " excellencies" of the work. Yes, verily, the 
inspired word also claims to be Divine-human in its character. To 
carry through this supreme fundamental principle consistently, 
without ever giving undue preponderance to the Divine or the 
human element, is the great problem of our limited knowledge 
and skill. It is a problem never to be ivHy solved ; I aim at it 
everywhere, but think that neither myself nor any other exposi- 
tor has ever fully reached it yet. But the principle in itself is 
no self-contradiction ; it is the sole mediating principle of all 
contradictions. 

The Excursus on Inspiration (on Matt. xxii. 34-46, Vol. iii.) 
" is so indistinct and contradictory that however anxious one may 
be to find a firm and definite principle, he must entirely faU." 
This "rough judgment" I must assent to, without the opportu- 
nity of defending myself agtuust any more specific argument; so 
that I might justly reply that the indistinctness is chargeable to 
the critic's eye, and tjie want of firm and definite principle ia 
only m the relation of my theory to his system or no-system ! I 
have only further to declare that I cannot express myself more 
clearly and precisely than I have done, there and elsewhere, upon 
the great miracle of Inspiration which our Lord's immoveable 
r^eypatrrai. ascribes to the sacred Scriptures and every part of 
them. I have looked everywhere for specific refutation of my 
contradictions, but meet only vague and general censures. Yet 
not absolutely so, for Weizsacker gives me at least one specific 
hint : " The expression eV irvevixan would rather support the op- 
posite conclusion, than that there is an inspiration distinguished 
from revelation." But here I can only utter my simple protest, 
which rests upon plain and definite grounds ; for here there is 
an essential difference of " views." As if iv irveufum—to abide 
by the text in hand— were connected as an epithet with the pei^ 
son of David, and did not belong rather to KaS£i, to the word 
and expression of the Psalm ; just as in Mark xii. 36 it belongs 
to ehrev, and in St Peter the ipepofiepoi belongs to the iXaXij- 
aav — they spake as they were moved — and as in Lu. xx. 42 the 
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" hooh of Psalms" takes the "pinceoi "in Spirit!" As if we must 
form to ourselves the airy notion of a ■mevfia of personal revelatio 
for the writers of the old Scriptures, whose entire personality, 
however, certainly did not live and walk and speak every word 
in Hie Sipirit — instead of understanding the expression, sanctioned 
by Jesus, to apply to the Scripture and not to the persons, ac- 
cording to the uncontested meaning of ^P-} tvn2 as held in 
common hy the Pharisees and our Lord ! This was so plainly 
stated in the Excureus that I can do no more than repeat it. 
My New-Testament exegesis is derived from the Old Testa- 
ment ; my theory of Inspiration rests upon that ortJiodos 
Judaism which was confirmed and established by our Lord and 
His Apostles. That theology, on the other hand, which my 
critic represents, seeks its principle independently of this strict 
connection, without any respect to this Old-Testament school 
of instruction for the New Testament ; as long, therefore, as it 
declines to hold by the 7pa^ which originated there, it will 
never be able to free itself from its necessary opposition to the 
miracle of Inspiration as testified by Christ. 

There is another hint given to me, but in the same tone of 
dogmatic counter-assertion. As it respects the tj/pe specifically, 
I am taught that " I should not have entered the lists for the 
unknown in itself, but for the transformation of the literal idea 
of the type into a conscious and designed typical form of speak- 
ing." This expression certainly gives me no model of clear- 
ness ; for I am altogether in embarrassment how to understand 
it. My whole theory maintains most emphatically the conscious 
design of typical sayings ; but it is the consciousness and design 
of the inspiring Spirit, and not always of the human writei': 
only thus can I reconcile the grammatical and historical sense 
of many passages with the prophetic meaning disclosed in them 
by the New Testainent. That, without any necessity for trans- 
formation, is my notion of a tt/pe, which is therefore distin- 
guished from s.prophecy in the stricter sense. When the critic 
speaks of a " use" of the Old Testament in the New, and of a 
"freer use of the prophetic word by Jesus Himself," and terms 
the "authentic interpretation of Old-Testament passages" by 
Christ and His Apostles an "extreme view"— it is plain that 
he is in utter contradiction to my principle, and no less opposed. 
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I believe, to Christ and His Apostles, True consistency must 
always be extreme — mine, therefore, has nothing to fear. 
Wliere can there be found any other key which shall worthily 
and consistently open all these " uses" of tho Old Testament in 
the New, but that rigorous doctrine of Inspiration, which in the 
conscious and designed words of the Holy Ghost recognises 
finally all type to be prophecy, and all prophecy to be typically 
piediaied ! 

The critic charges me with " most forced exposition of Old 
Testament passages and sections of the prophets ;"■ he terms tho 
typical exposition of the eschatological discourse of our Lord 
" a psychological and christological impossibility, which con- 
tradicts itself at every stop;" but these are dogmatic assertions 
from Ms own point of view simply, and the only reply is a re- 
conunendation to a thoroughly penetrating study of the Old 
Testament. But when it is alleged against me that I represent 
the Lord as ascribing to the Old Testament the fuU doctrine 
of immortahty, it is merely a misunderstanding of my words ; 
for it is expressly stated in Vol. iii.. that the faith in a future 
life, which was necessarily involved in a faith in the living God, 
comes forward but seldom, and " never as a doctrine." 

The critic almost laments "that the exegetical task was not 
the only one which the book aimed to accomplish, and that it 
should intrude so much into the historical problem!" This 
briefer objection may be met by a briefer reply. And that may 
be put in the self-answering question — Can a real exposition of 
the words of our Lord be imagined, which should leave out the 
historical problem, that is, not enter into the exposition and 
arrangement of the life and works of the Lord ? Is tliere such 
a thing possible as a separation of the words from the narrative? 
The one almost everywhere illustrates the other ; it sometimes 
happens that the word is to be understood only as the luminous 
centre of an entire transaction, and the transaction again only 
to be perfectly understood by the help of the word: — of this, 
the remainder of our work will give continual and decisive 
examples. Consequently, that a book such as mine should 
"aspire to give at the same time the materials for an evan- 
gehcal Harmony, as well as for a life of Jesus," is quite con- 
sistent with propriety ; for the rightly understood discourses of 
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Jesus are themselves by far the largest and most distinctive 
portion of these materials, without the tliorough consideratioa 
of which, criticism, with all its apparatus of learning, is in con- 
tinual danger of going astray. As to my furnishing these 
materials for the life of Jesus " by the way," and therefore 
unsatisfactorily, my readers must decide ; but I confess that 
I cannot understand the assertion. The critic bewails the 
labour of gathering from "scattered, occasional remarks" 
(what else could they be, occurring upon these several pas- 
sages !) my views upon this and that part of evangelical history 
■ — but it should be remembered that the title is not " the Life 
of Jesus" but His "Discourses." The nature of the case re- 
quired that these remarks, aiming "to adjust the words to the 
narrative, should be fragmentary and occasional. To deal 
with occurrences as they are brought forward by the Lord's 
discourses, is certainly the only order that an exposition of these 
discourses could adopt ; he who writes the life of Jesus must of 
course order and combine events differently. Would to God 
that this was never done prematurely, without having first con- 
sidered these scattered data in the place assigned to them in the 
text of the Gospels, and in the light of the discourses with 
which they are inseparably connected ! I could wish that who- 
ever may use this book as furnishing materials to that end, 
would not seek simply the author's " views " or " fundamental 
principles," but observe carefully the data themselves which, by 
his aid, have been pointed out and demonstrated. If, then, a 
different view suggests itself— which, unhappily, often occurs 
in spite of clear and concrete jiata, through the influence of 
preconceived principles — the reader is free, of course, to deal 
in his own way with what the author furnishes according to the 
light of liis own best understanding. 

This leads to the dissatisfaction of Weizsacker specifically 
with my Harmony. And, first, it is not true that in this 
department of my labour I am guided by an altogether differ- 
ent canon from that of inspiration, namely, the historieal. No, 
both canons in tlieir unity are my guide, the inspiration-canon 
having, indeed, the first authority, inasmiich as the historical 
must not contradict that: — my tenacity on this point is re- 
proached even by the reviewer himself. The pre-eminent place 
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which is accorded to St Matthew, St Luke yielding to him, if 
need be, as being a. reporter at one remove, is rightly under- 
stood ; but what are the arguments brought against this? They 
are brought from the new theology, and alleged without proof 
— though my book everywhere contends earnestly, perhaps too 
earnestly, against that theology, by diligent argument. My 
error is not " preference" for St Matthew ; all I do is to re- 
present, as a icitness against modem criticism, the immoveable 
fa£t that " St Matthew is actually an Apostle and eyewitness, 
while St Luke h a witness only in the second degree." In this 
case, also, it was no more than right that the protest should 
have been more specific than a mere statement of the hostile 
attitude in wliich I stand to current views. Here it is im- 
possible for me to admit the blank declaration that — -according 
to a very miserable idea of Inspiration, not mine ! — " Inspira^- 
tion, as it regards anything in the gospels, can assuredly have 
no other meaning than this, that the historical truth of what 
is recorded is secured by it." Oh no, it must, in order that 
this may he the case in the fullest sense, certainly also secure 
the full truth of the words recorded as belonging to the matter 
recorded ; consequently/, neither the essential matter of these dis- 
courses, nor as far as they are essential their verbal expressions, 
can have been transposed, changed, worked up, or arranged by 
any "tradition," The transposition of the verba ipiissima is 
ever}'where the confirming and illustrative work of the Holy 
Spirit Himself. Consequently we can admit no grouping of 
discourses gathered from various places, when the historically 
sure St Matthew simply records that "He opened His mouth" 
on this mountain ; and, again, that " it came to pass when 
Jesus made an end of these words," etc. All this I have so 
often and so clearly said, that I can only repeat my own words. 
To follow tins out into its application to my individual ex- 
positions and analytical arrangements would be inappropriate 
here. But on the general question, I may remark that I do 
admit, not as under constnunt but consciously and freely, the 
principle that a constituent element of the text may, in certain 
few cases, have been erroneously placed in the position it occu- 
pies. When the critic charges me with "fighting on behalf of 
a Harmonist idol," he proves that he has neglected to read all 
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PREFACE. XVU 

that I have said upon the subject. For he would have found 
it often and strongly maintained, that the order of time is not 
regarded by the Evangelists as the first point ; that it is im- 
possible for us to construct a perfect Harmony ; and that I pre- 
sent my own as no more than an attempt, which may be com- 
pared to advantage with others. I fight not for this or any 
view of mine, as such ; but for the fundamental principle that 
there is a fixed limit where the sacred letter of historically- 
recording Scripture commands all arbitrary license to pause, 
and rejects all Harmonistic systems which would transgress it. 

I find it very difficult, on the fourth and last point, which 
is however in reality the first and most important, to avoid 
expatiating in anti-criticism and exegetical disquisition. My 
respected critic declares it to be a doubtful question whether 
my explanation of the discourses themselves, with all frank 
admission of its excellencies, satisfies its design and furthers an 
"unprejudiced and true understanding" of the Lord's words. 
Now, this is what I have ^med at with a sincere intention, and 
I could have wished that at least to be conceded to me. Of 
course I can give only my apprehension of the word, and must 
leave every one to form his own. This is answer enough ; but 
I may be permitted — not so much for ray critic, as for tlie 
benefit of some of my readers — to add a few brief remarks. My 
inmost consciousness acquits me of the charge— strange charge 
for one whose emancipation from all authority is so strongly 
condemned by others — that I never, or but httle, deviate 
" from the older traditional exposition and view of Scripture." 
I know of no absolute authority but the Scripture itself, as far 
as I can understand it; the traditional interpretation, old or 
new, has no fetters for me, save where the tradition of my 
exegesis approves itself to my mind. Even where that exegesis 
seems to be at one with the old tradition, a close inspection will 
very frequently at least detect something different and new. 
Have I not, on the other hand, everywhere received, acknow- 
ledged, and worked in, the new and most recent exposition, as 
far as I could honestly do so ? I may be bold enough to assert 
that there is scarcely another exegete now living who with 
equally unprejudiced all-sidedness connects the old with the 
new. From all "painful seeking out of a deep meaning" I 
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feel myself perfectly absolved;— if by this is meant a human 
and arbitrary pursuit of it, and not that commanded epevvav to 
which the finding is promised. If, as it respects many, this 
deeper penetration "sacrifices clearness" — yet only sometimes, 
and not throughout?- — there are othei's who desire and cor- 
dially welcome the depth of exposition ; and who know that in 
Divine truth, consequently in the Divine word too, there are 
some things which cannot be so " clearly " as others presented 
to every one. As to the old and persistent complaint of the 
mingling of exegesis and application, I must vindicate this right 
for myself as a practical expositor, whose aim is to he helpful 
to the preacher, too often left unaided by other expositions; 
especially as my critic admits that the. scientific element is not 
wanting. After admitting that I have some perception of " the 
living character of the word, with the depth and riches of its 
references to the life"— it is scarcely ingenuous to cavil about 
the uncertain boundary between exposition and apphcatiou. 
"Where the word itself leads the thoughtful meditation from 
some single utterance into the "general system of dogmatics" 
— and how often is this the case !— let it not be charged upon 
the expositor as a fault that he does the same, and traces the 
connection between the individual saying and the whole body 
of truth. He has scriptural justification for this ; and no other 
interpretation of the word is at once scientific and theological. 
If there should be found, as is alleged, any such vacillation of 
exposition as hinders the simplicity of interpretation in any par- 
ticular passage, I must crave excuse for it. It has heen my 
desire rather to ^ve too much than too little ; though this is 
not of such frequent occurrence as the critic maintains. My 
"allegorising" — which has been set down as "trifling" by 
those who have no organ for it — springs not from any constraint 
put upon me by my adherence to old tradition ; nor does my 
" assumption of a manifold meaning in the Word." This last 
principle was firat commended to me by a reverend master of 
Scripture, who has brought to it much tliat is new; but my 
subsequent study of holy writ combined with the older tradition 
to confirm me in this fundamental principle of Hermeneutical 
science. If Weizsacter is at one with me in the "admission of 
an infinite meaning " in the Divine Word, he must certainly he 
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brougM to the conclusion that this infinite meaning can be un- 
folded and won only by seeking what is too often called the 
manifold sense of the Word, but what should be termed its 



fulness of-n 

Thus I once more avow the position which I still, continue 
to hold in relation to the objections of that Theology with which 
I can have no sympathy. May this avowal, demanded of me 
on the issue of a second edition of the present work, commend 
itself to my readers of whatever bias ! But may the Lord, in 
whose presence we all learn and commit our errors, give us His 
Spirit, who guides His people by degrees into all trutli, and by 
that truth overcomes one after another His people's en-ors. He 
guides us into this truth by the path of life, if we walk in His 
word and bear witness out of its fulness for His kingdom: — 
not by the path of study alone; not by the path of science 
separated from the life, in which the schools too often walk, 
and too many, alas, engaged in the offices of the Church, walk 
with them. 
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TEE ffOEDS OF THE PASSION, 



MOoT HIMEDIATB rOKE-ANNOUSCEMEST OF THE PASSIOX, 

(Matt. xxvi. 2.) 

AiTKK many intimations to His disciples of His coming suffei-- 
jngs and deatli, beginning witli Jno. ii. 19, iii. 14, and inci-easing 
in clearness down to the express and thrice-repeated declarations 
of Matt. xvi. 21, xvii. 22, xx. 18, tite Lord once more, two days 
before it comes to pass, announces what sltould befall Him. This 
sapng of Jesus, preserved by St Matthew alone, is the comr 
mencement of the histor}- of the Passion. 

The first Evangelist introduces it by a remarkable break in 
the connection, which impressively indicates the great beginning 
of the final catastrophe. All these sayings, ver. 1, is ordinarily 
referred only to chs. xxiv., xxv. ; and, allowing that allusion to 
be included, it presents us with a highly significant contrast 
between the dread announcement of judgment which preceded, 
and the present annoimcement of His own humiliation. " I ^vill 
ait upon the throne of My glory, dispensing eternal woe and 
eternal life :— Now I give Myself up to be crudiied !" But if 
this was the case alone, it would appear that after two days was 
really spoken on the same day, Tuesday, or in the evenuig of it 
— but that, as we shall see, cannot be allowed. Moreover, the 
lofty words -TravTas and erekeuev point to a higher and more 
compreheiasive meaning of this crisis of transition. The Lord 
had closed all His icorda— especially His public discourses before 
VOL. VII. ■*■ 
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2 THE PASSION riNALLl' ANNOUNCED. 

His enemies, but also the teaching and prophesying words which 
He spoke to the disciples^ — when He went forward to the con- 
summation of the final judgment. He now passes from the 
prophetic office to the high-priestly* — for this reason, that the 
discourses themselves have not jet fulfilled anytliing. Such an 
impression must he produced in this place upon the mind of 
every simple and devout reader of the Gospel (and for such it 
was written I) ; and every one who reads it with the Church, or 
preaches from it to the Church, must feel disposed, with Draseke, 
to ask — " Wliat were the words which He had finished?" 

This Son of man, who testified of Himself as the Son of God, 
had given the subhmest and purest witness to the truth of God, 
in unison with a lioly life and mighty wonders ; and, as the 
Savioar come into the world, He had uttered, moreover, the 
most urgent invitations to all convinced sinners to enter the 
kingdom of grace. " Never man had spoken like this man"- — ■ 
and as far as by word alone spiritual influence could be exerted 
upon man, should there not have been corresponding fruit t 
But here it was effectually shown that for man's deKverance 
something more was wanting than wordSf albeit the perfect 
words of the eternal Word; that these could only work pre-, 
paratorily, and that, indeed (as the whole plan of St John's 
Gospel shows) in no other way than by evoking tliat enmity 
against God, which rejected and gave over to a shameful death 
His Son, the Witness to the truth. Once more, in this same 
way the enmity was abolished, the curse was removed, and the 
way of the Spirit prepared into the hearts of reconciled men ; 
so tliat He may now unfold the words of the Word down to the 
end of time, and cany them with power to human hearts. 
Thus not tni after the discourses were finished, did the proper 
accomplishment and fulfilment of all come, in the facts of re- 
deeming sufferings and death. And then the discourses become 

^ For Jno. xiii.-svii. has a perfectly distinct and peculiar character, 
belonging to the testimoiuea given during the Passiou itself. Merely ex- 
ternal considerations have induced us to exclude that whole section from 
tie present volume, and to anticipate by placing it in its connectioE in 
St John's Gospel. 

2 As Grotius remarked : " The olEce of Teacher and Prophet being ful- 
filled, Christ enters upon thepriestlj office." 
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naturally and necessarily fewer and fewer, while the passion of 
the silent Lamb itself speaks forth all the more impressively its 
own meaning ; not, however, that there are no accompanjing 
and explanatory utterances, for even here the Evangehst, after 
the finishing of the discourses, proceeds to ^ve some further 
words of Christ. 

And here a very few words, containing apparently nothing 
new or of special moment, disclose to us as it were the scene 
of the Passion, before we come to the Last Supper and Geth- 
semane; they are generally passed over by expositors as mere 
repetition of previous predictions, and sometimes as if under 
suspicion of being spurious. But the repetition derives from 
the time and hour, as connected with the narrative, the utmost 
significance, as the Holy Ghost in St Matthew gives ns to 
understand. Gocts counsel and Chrises obedience — are its two 
critical points. 

The former St Matthew indicates by the Then which he ap- 
pends to the It came to pass when. The fruit of all om- Lord's 
previous discourse and active energy is — -the conclusive and 
final determination to put Him to death at all costs ] But this 
counsel of men against God, although it had been foreseen from 
the beginning and permiasively confirmed in the coiuisel of God, 
must nevertheless, as man's evil device, be in some sense brought 
to contempt. Before they say, "Not on the feast day!"^ the 
Lord had fore-announced that on the feast dxiy it should and it 
must come to pass; and this serene, sublime assm^nce, ivith 
which the Lord anticipates and meets the well-known design of 
His enemies, cannot be too deeply pondered and felt. As in 
-the history of mankind generally, which is the struggle of man 
to be reconciled to God and reunited with Him, God's counsel 
and man's are perpetually striving against each other, so is it in 
this great centre and solution of human history, in the death of 
the God-man for the life of the world. Another purpose of 
man, devised in hell and suggested to Judas exasperated at 

' These words certainly stow (if the New Testament ia to have as much 
weight as tlie Talmud) that there was no stMute against executions and 
processes at law during the feast. It cannot he proved that their not re- 
fers merely to the taking, and act also to the Ulling as soon as possible 
afterwards. 
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Bethany (hence in vcr. 14 another Then in conclusion), must 
bring it about that what was to be done shouhl be done, accord- 
ing to the word of Jesus, in opposition to the decree of the 
Sanhedrim. And the same Judas must hear with the rest what 
Jesus said unto Sis disciples; in order that he may. know now 
at the commencement (as afterwarcls ver. 24) that even as 
Satan's instrument he is no other than the executor of the 
Divine purpose. For we find not in St Matthew's account the 
shghtest reason for doubting whether Judas was or was not 
present; on the contrary, we agree with Pfenninger's represen- 
tation of the imaginary scene,— that the Lord expressly gathered 
Tthe Twelve around Him, in order that in their full assembly Ho 
might solemnly utter this declaration. 

The time is measm-ed to our Lord, even down to the day and 
the hour ; and this, with every the slightest detail, He shows 
moi-e and more clearly that He knows. His own simple viovd. 
bears impressive witness to that which was generally hinted in 
Lu. xiii. 32, aud most plainly declared in Lu. xxii. 53. Not 
one utterance of His lips, which was yet to be spoken, should 
be restrained or suppressed ; not until He had made a full end 
of ail His words, had those days and hours come which the 
Gospels more and more definitely mark off, until they begin to 
reckon from hour to hour. " Ye know that after two days is 
the feast of the Passover." — The Lord thus begins with wiiat 
was known to every one, but goes on immediately to add the most 
concealed and hidden purpose of God concerning tJds Passover. 
" The Jews were well aware of the day in their kalendar ; but 
Clu'ist would have them inscribe this, tliat God's Son was now 
to be the paschal Lamb." (Berl. Bib.) One might suppose, 
as the words stand, that the betrayal of the Son of m_an was as 
much part of what they knew, as the coming of the feast was ; 
and certainly the Apostles might be supposed to have at least a 
general knowledge of the former, having been so i-epeatedly 
forewarned of our Lord's sufferings and death. But they had 
never understood His words, all His former sayings were stiil 
hidden from them ; the Lord knew this, and His i/e know had 
lio such comprehensive meaning. He rather gives a revela- 
tion, connecting the most known and the most secret things 
tcgether : — As ye know that in two days will be the feast of the 
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Passover, so / hioto and now teU you, that in this Passover I 
sliaU be ci-uciiied \ " Is betrayed " briDgs the future into the 
present, just like " is the feast ;" and is to be explained by the 
celerity of the action, as Grotius says ; Alford is wrong, there- 
fore, in thinking that the separation of the latter clause from 
the former does violence to the construction, and would require 
to be introduced by and timi. We doubt very much whether 
the Lord had " joined those two events (the Passover and His 
own suSeriiigs) in His announcements to His disciples"— for 
there is no trace of this throagliout the Gospels. He might, 
indeed, have connected His approaching sufferings with the 
journey to the feast, and the course of His proceedings ; but this 
present indication of die day itself is something very different. 

The Passover — to Tracrx" — "^"^* evidently denote the first 
day of the feast; not the first gi-eat day accordhig to the usage 
which reckoned only the seven days after the npsri 3-.y, the 
evening of the Passover, but the (natural) day of the Jews' 
official eating of the paschal lamb: — the day on the evening of 
which is the Passover, and simultaneously (properly speaking, 
already before) the betrayal and cruciSxion takes place. For 
in this coincidence of the typical day with the historical fulfil- 
ment of its meaning, lies the emphasis of the entire assurance^ 
—in which the continuous And is the expression of a necessary 
consequence, just as on other occasions our Lord's must. The 
word, therefore, which spoke of after tioo days could not have 
been spoken so soon as the Tuesday, but on tlie Wednesday. 
And most important in tliis is the notification of the Divine 
counsel that the death of Christ should take place at the Pass- 
over :— not merely, that is, that many subordinate circnmstances 
in it would concnr to make the feast an appropriate time, but 
because of the signification of the day itself. The Lord's trial 

' See the remcrks upon this contested point, John xiii., in Vol. vi. That 
TO 'jraax^ yhcTiti here means the Friday after His eating the paschal lamb, 
appears to us certain ; —the Uing crucified, with the final delivering up to 
that end to the Gentiles, must form the point ot coincidence in the time. 
Thia general d^gnation, according to the predominant custom, is open to no 
objection: it is aa if He had aaid, "The paasover of the Jews, Jfy enemies." 
7b ilie other case the emphasis would have to be placed upon the ddivering 
vp ; hut this would not agree with the relation of the lolling to the staying 
cf the Ijamb. 
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and judgment was to be conducted publicly in the presence of 
the multitudes of the Dispersion then assembled in Jerusalem : 
He was not to fall under popular frenzy, like Stephen ; nor to 
be destroyed by arbitrary -violence in secret, like the Baptist. 
Public proof was thereby to be given that the people were not 
instigated by Him as His dependents, as the false accusation 
ran^with whatever else of the same kind may be soberly 
thought of. But the distinctively critical point of the connec- 
tion between the time of the feast and His being beimyed is this, 
that here where the Old Testament finds its consummation and 
end in the New, God's counsel itself preserves tlie sanctified 
Old^Tesfament times and seasons, in fact sanctifying them anew 
in their New-Testament meaning. • Inasmuch as the Lord died 
at the Passover, ajid the Holy Ghost came down at the Pente- 
cost, the Passover and the Pentecost are given and appointed by 
God Himself as the central periods of the new Christian year, 
of a cycle of ecclesiastical festivals animated by the spirit of 
reahty.' And this will modify, against spiritualist misappre- 
hension, St Paul's doctrine in Eom, xiv. 5 ; Col. ii. 16, 17. 

We have already, on Matt. svii. 22, 23, shown in what 
sense we are to understand the delivering up or the betrayal ; 
and why it is here the fact prominently mentioned. It is far 
from being enough to interpret it— " delivered up, rejected by 
the Jews that the Gentiles may crucify Him;" but, as Judas 
the traitor had previously given Him up to the Jews, so it was 
the band and counsel of God under which the counsel and wiU 
of these men betrayed and delivered Him from one to another 
(Acts ii. 23 etcSorov). The whole proceeds to aU appearance 
humanly and naturally, as if men did to Him whatsoever tfiey 
listed (ilatt. xvii. 12)— -but it is not so, nevertheless. All is 
pure injustice and guilt from the highest crime of the betray- 
ing disciple down to the most venial acts of the crucifying 
soldiers — but in all this, and above it all, is the Father's good 
and gracious wiU. Therefore, before the Jews take counsel, 
and Judas comes to them, the Lord had already spoken these 
words. Fmally, the crown of the Divine counsel is to he sought 
,in ek TO o-ravpm&iivai — inorder to he crucified — which needs 
1 Abolisher of the law, who demredst even to keep the FaEaover ! See 
Tcrtull. in Ebrard vom Abendm. i. S. ^89. 
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not now to be again specifically interpreted. Not beheaded, 
not stoned, but crucified: a Gentile punishmentj and yet the 
fulfilment of a Jewish type ; tlie realising exhibition of all the 
mystery which lay in this hanging upon the wood of the curse 
—as going back to the forbidden tree. And the Son of God, 
as the Son of man, gives Himself up to this counsel of God, in 
conscious voluntary obedience: — this is the second critical point 
in His word, which in the mere announcement of what was 
coming expressed at the same tune, with the utmost simplicity 
^d lowliness, His own obcdience^as if self-understood. This 
testimony to His own voluntary self-devotion was included in 
all lEs fore-announcements, but here most simply and impres- 
sively. The Lord docs not say, The Son of man will deliver 
Himself up— although that also was true— but He speaks in a 
purely passive manner of His Passion. Nor does He now add 
any reference to a resurrection on the third day; He goes not 
beyond the being cmcified, connecting this, however, straitly 
with the being betrayed by the e« to, in order to intimate how 
swiftly the whole will pass through all the forms of judgment 
to the execution of the sentence. Smft in succession were the 
taUng and UlUng : in thw the counsel of the enemies was to 
bold good, still more than they thought. With all the cabnness 
with which both voice and countenance of Jesus spoke, His 
words derived thence a tone of disq^uietude and even fearful- 
ness, for the disciples : After two days, at the Passover, our 
Lord will he— crucified! The immediate result was scarcely 
other than what Pfenninger describes — a general stupefaction 
and silence; until their minds, altogether unlit to look into 
such darkness, gathered confidence again by turning from the 
subject. 



PROVISION OP THE PA8CHAI, IAMB. 

(Matt. sxvi. 18 ; Mark xiv. 13-15 ; Luke xxii. 8-12.) 

As it respects the chronology, we must once more refer to the 
sixth volume, in the observations preliminary to ch. xiii. 7-20. 
To the Holy Ghost in the Evangelists (for this we must hold fast, 
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despite the present fashion of speaking) a!i things were perfectly 
plain in the peculiar relations of the twofold paschal solenmity ; 
and. the two great events retained their distinctive significance, 
in regard to the typical time: — the Lord's Supper, as the most 
direct f ulBbnent of the type, was instituted on the legally correct, 
day, while the crucifixion took place on the Jewish Passovei-- 
day, which had now lost its valicUty and already become a mere 
shadow. Hence as Jesus in His previous announcement to a 
certain extent acknowledged this Passover of the Jews, so now 
on the other hand the Spirit in the Evangelist speaks more pre- 
cisely, since iii St Matthew and St Mail; the Thursday, on which 
Jesns with a certain numher of tlie Jews, however smaB, ate the 
himb, is rightly denominated the ^firat of the feast of unleavened 
bread. It is not necessary (with the Peshito) to supply the Jews 
in St Mark's wlien tJiei/ killed tJie Passover, and to explain it as 
intimating a univeraal ciwtom; it should be understood thus — 
The first or preparatory day of the feast, in which thet/, that is, 
the disciples, were wont with their Lord to slay the Passover- 
Ir.mb. On this supposition, St Luke's eBet — nmst be Ulled — 
has the emphasis upon it which we have already discovered : 
containing a hint where more precise information was not to he 
^ven — that something might remain to be sought and to he 
found ui the Scripture, 

Sufiice it that tliis daif came, as St Luke expresses it, that is, 
it dawned ; and dining its morning or forenoon it was necessary 
that provision should be made for the legal celebration of the 
Passover. According to the two other Evangelists, tlie disciples 
first remind the Lord by a question as to the where, a critical 
mattei- ; but we would not have this twofold authority so pressed 
against St Luke as to oppose their easy reconcdiation. It seems 
more natural that the Lord Himself should begin with words, 
now as ever graciously communicative, touching matters ex- 
ternal, " Go and prepare for us the paschal Iamb, that we may 
eat of it together !" (Luke xxii. 15.) I cannot understand, at 
least, Lange's notion of our Lord's design to wait until " tlie 
disciples, in thou- Jewish sense of propriety, should thmk the 
tune come for thinking of the Passover." Their feeling of 
anxiety about the feast must have been kept somewhat in abey- 
ance by the Lord's announcement of His coming death ; that 
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3S, they were altogether confused as to this present Passover, not 
knowing how to understand its relation to what tho Lord pre-' 
dieted. Certainly, there is no sense in that which many allege, 
"that they had quickly fallen into ea^ternalifyf again;" — tlie 
commanded feast was neither for them nor for the Lord a mat- 
ter merely external. But the Lord Himself well knows that 
His enemies must leave Him time and opportunity for this holy 
meal (Ps. xxiii, 5)— He knows moreover what He will do at 
tlie feast, and in sublime self-possession follows the announce- 
ment of His death hy a direction concerning the customaiy 
festival. Even after His final severance from the people and 
the temple, He adheres still to the ancient ordinance; net 
merely for the sake of the institution of the Supper, but be- 
cause He will be subject to the law down to the last. The 
disciples laiow now from His own lips, despite their own fears, 
that He will iminterruptedly, as aforetime, keep the feast ; 
they know also, from past experience, on what day He will keep 
it; there remains only the anxious question — Where shall we 
keep it, in peace and security? Such woiild have been its 
meaning, even if they had spontaneously uttered it ; but if it 
was only a repli/ to His first go and prepare, it has the tone of 
an objection, a slight remembrancer that it would not be advis- 
able or possible to go "into the ci^j/"— from Bethany, where 
they then abode, into Jerusalem. At any rate, they say what 
they say in great obscurity as to the counsel of God ; they have 
but little presentiment of the great importance and necessity of 
the last Passover: l^hei/ would provide for Sim to eat it — no 
more. But He, whose design was to make ready for them and 
for us all the Sacramental Feast of the New Covenant, speaks 
with aU the fuller assurance, sublimely elevated above all their 
confusion. 

We have already in VoL iii, brought the sending for the 
.nto comparison with this provision for the Passover ; the 
s obvious as it is instructive. In the former instance 
He would present Himself before the people of the Old Testa- 
ment, and of the first calling, as the King Messiah; — in the 
present case He exhibits Himself to the disciples, and in them 
to the new Church, as the true Paschal, sacrificial Lamb. It 
was His design not merely to reassure them beforehand in the 
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institution of the Sacrament, and comfort them concerning His 
certain death ; but to promise them, and by anticipation give 
tiiem in it superabundant salvation and life. And if anywhere, 
it was here appropriate, that the provision for it should be ac- 
companied by evidence of His dignity, and testimony of His 
Divine authority. We would not say with Bengel (in his 
Germ. N, T. on Mark), " It was a deep humiliation that Christ 
ate the paschal lamb, like a common Israelite ; therefore He lets 
His glory shine forth in the provision for it ;" for the humilia- 
tion of His obedience was not always connected with smcA signs 
of His dignity, nor do we find anything similar in connection 
with those earlier Passovers, which the Scripture silently relates 
or assumes. But this last feast derived from the fore-announce- 
ment of Matt. xxvi. 2 an element of such anxiety, uncertainty, 
and fear — for the disciples — that for their sake and on that ac- 
count a testimony of the sublime security of the Lord was given. 
Orthodox expositors sboiild leave to such men as Gabler, 
Ktolz, Paulus, and Kuinoel the supposition of a preconcerted 
aiTangement with the householder in Jerusalem. Equally un- 
worthy is such a notion in relation to the sending for the ass — 
as we have already shown. Yet Braune, alas, speaks of a pre- 
concerted sign — " Jesus had beforehand made this sure with the 
master of the house 1" The altogether mysterious form Seiva 
— such a man — with the prediction of the meeting him under 
such circumstances, must have produced in the minds of the 
disciples a very different impression from^ — "I have arranged it 
thus already !" Esther did it mean, in a much higher sense, — 
" All this has been appointed, nothing can fail, as I now predict 
to you!" But another circumstance arises, as giving a reason 
for the form of the direction, — the keeping the place secret from 
the betrayer. There is some truth in the almost universal re- 
mark of the expositors, who make this design prominent ; for 
our Lord's lowliness, as blended with His dignity, required that 
He, whom all things served, should observe the ordinary pre- 
cautions of human prudence. The one, here as everywhere 
quaUfies the other, in a marvellous manner. Judas, who, on 
other occasions, took charge of the purchase and provision of 
all things, is not sent ; and then the commission, given in his 
presence, is expressed in so mysterious a manner, that be knows 
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not before the time either the place or the name. And this 
made it manifest to him, the hypocritical enemy among the 
Apostles, that the Lord had hkewise concealed disciples among 
His enemies in Jerusalem..^ 

St Matthew speaks indefinitely of "the disciples" as sent; 
St Mark notes "two of them;" St Luke, finally, names them, 
Peter and John, the two most eminent and confidential disciples, 
the same two who, at the Supper, sat one on each side of the 
Redeemer. Thefirst Evangelist presents the Lord's word briefly, 
as preserved in the more general tradition, until the Holy Ghost 
took care for the addition of the supplementary detail which 
gave prominence to the main point. St Matthew and St Mark 
place first the significant and decisive " Go into the city" which 
was, indeed, included in the " Go and prepare" of St Luke. 
But if we read St Matthew, without comparing the others, it 
might appear as if the Lord had actually mentioned the name 
of the householder, which however the Evangelist could not, or 
would not, repeat after Him.^ But it is as impossible that he 
was ignorant of the name, as it is that he concealed it for the 
sake of not " compromising the man ;" — surely after so long an 
interval this paschal hospitality could not be still reckoned to 
his disadvantage. It is better, therefore, to say that his 'rrpo<i 
TOP Seiva, " sueh an one," expresses concisely that which the 
others express more in defaul; he thereby intimates that the 
Lord, without naming the man, marked him out in some manner. 
They were to say, The Master scdth (in St Luke, more expressly, 
Saiik unto thee) ; and this describes the man as a disciple of 
Jesus, for the obedience which our Lord predicts takes it for 
granted that the receiver of the message would interpret those 
words — Our Master and thine \^ so that he would ac^owledge 
the disciples at once, and recognise Him who sent them as lua 

' " As there was among His Mends a secret enemy, so was tiiere among 
His enemies a secret friend." Branne. 

' For Sura stands for the name, just as ourN.N'. Stolz translated "to 
the weil-tnowa man" — and certainly the Lord might have so used the ex- 
pression — To a certain man, well-known to Me, whom I name not now, but 
will point out more speeiflcally thus, etc. But this is a too mechanical 
eombination of the several tests. 

^ Hence in the Heh, N.T. it is well translated iJ''?-:. 
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!Master and Teacher, Tlio Master bids us tell tliee — that is 
enough here, as iu the parallel case, the sending for the ass — 
The Lord hath need of it. Thus does our Lord go on His way, 
everything ministering to His foreseen need; with childlike 
serenity and ease (as Lange says) providing for every earthly 
want. The stater in the fish's mouth is a remarkable parallei. 

Mtj time is at hand — this word in St Matthew does not refer to 
the time of the Passover, the period of which all Jews well knew; 
there might, indeed, be in it some such moaning as this— I keep 
it with those who keep it this day and not to-morrow— -were it 
not that the words must have the same significant reference to 
His suffering and death which they have elsewhere. The Lord 
jiever has any other meaning than tliis, when He speaks of His 
time or hour — as we have seen on Jno, vii, 8, and elsewhei'e. 
In this Grotius is right, who reminds us of the before T suffer, 
Lu. xsii. 15 ; but his opinion that the Lord thus ^ves a reason 
why He was constrained to anticipate His Passover (to-morrow 
I shall be able no longer to eat it !), cajinot be sustained, as we 
have seen before.^ This presupposes a very near and confiden- 
tial relation to the unknown man, since it is understood that he 
would know the meaning of My time, and be at once moved by 
it to provide the guest-chamber for our Lord's final Passover.^ 
It is as if the Lord told him thus, what He had already dfeclosed 
to the disciples in Matt. sxvi. 2. We would observe one thing 
more ; and that is, that the Lord here declares once more His 
willingness to encounter His death, terming the time appomted 
in the counsel of God His time. 

What follows in St Matthew is a more concise expression of 
the sense, and cannot be made verbally to agree with the more 
detailed account of the two other Evangelists ; but the meaning 
is the same in all. In the tt/jo'T o-e — at thy house — which comes 
first, it is shown to be an expression of love and a signal honour, 
that the Lord should once more invite Himself to this man's 

' So Seamier : " Because the time of My departure from tho ivorld ;s 
nigli, I will to-day eat the Passover liy anticipation ! " 

" Kahnia : " Thus He named to tiem a man whom He knew Wi be de- 
voted if> Hiraeelf, and acquainted with His coming departure." (Lehro 
vom Abendm. S. 5.) "Kamed to them," however, is inexact ; it should 
ho "described to them." 
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bouse. In itokIv to -Tvaa^a we hear tlie expression of a legal 
obedience, according to tlie customary formula (nos nfev, Ex. 
xii. 48 ; Numb. ix. 4 ; Jos. v. 10), And with My disci2>ks : 
for, they are His family, and thus He speaks as one Master of 
a house to anothei- ! 

But now let us look closely at the prediction of the circum- 
stances which the two other Evangelists add. Ebrard, with the 
ancients, says at once, " in virtue of His omniscience" — but we 
cannot agree with him ; neither, however, can we, like Ois- 
hausen, deny the indication of a miraculous foreknowledge, or 
the worthiness of the end in such a miracle. As it respects the 
former, it must be undeniably plain to every simple reader that 
the Evangelists record the Lord's saying as uttered in super- 
natural foreknowledge, seeing afar, as it were, the course of the 
most fortuitous circumstances. The predicted meeting with a 
man bearing a pitcher of water, supposed to be a servant fetch- 
ing it at the usual (or unusual ?) time, thus indicated with the 
most exact specification of time and place,^ is evidently a sign 
given in supreme authority to the unbelieving anxiety of the 
questioning cUsciples. And in this we have an answer to the 
second point. Jesus might have been, in His state of hnmilia- 
tion as the Son of man, no more omniscient than almighty or 
omnipresent ; but the evangelical nan-ative so constantly attri- 
butes to Him a miraculous knowledge of earthly circumstances 
entirely transcending human sensible limitations, that it is 
ridiculous to enter into petty questioning, about this or that 
particular example. Further, we shrink from the most distsmt 
approximation to the old habit of inquiring into the "purpose" 
of every " miracle" which is introduced. One of our preachers 
says, with a good intention, " Jesus had here a reason for mak- 
ing use of His omniscience" — but we recognise neither the oc- 
casional making use of an otherwise restrained omniscience or 
omnipotence, nor His conscious reflection upon the reason or 

' In St Luke, " Behold, wlieji ye are entered into the diij" — thus, at tliu 
very ontfoace, so that the disciples had no need to think much which way 
in take. The vessel is expi-essly described as xipufucn, and then the water- 
carrier goes into the right house ; — who can understand this otherwise than 
according to the -words of the Seer, 1 Sam. x. 2-7, which we therefore 
bronght iato comparison already on Matt. xxi. 2 ? 
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usefulness of Ills acts. But that the Spirit dwelling in the 
Lord might elevate' Him into the mii'aculoiis re^on of action or 
insight in the power and light of God, when it should be for His 
own dignity and the salvation of others, ^ — ^we cannot but admit, 
and the present instance gives us an example. It was quite 
consistent that, in addition to this, the Lord should have a design 
— if such must be sought — to encourage and strengthen the 
weakness of His disciples' faith. Wc cannot understand the 
excellent Olshausen's assertions. He says, first, that the disciples 
on this occasion betrayed no specific weakness of faith; hut, 
apart from their habitual tendency, their question betrayed 
anxious care. And, secondly, that the actual sign would have 
had no special significance to them, familiar as they had been 
Vfitii so many more exalted miracles ; but, nothing could surpass 
the majesty of the testimony, " Behold, all has been provided 
for!" And, thirdly, that then it would have required to be 
added— There had been no preconcerted arrangement!! But 
this last is the worst of all; for how could it ever have entered 
the minds of the disciples to think of a " concerted arrange- 
ment" on the part of Jesus with a water-carrier waiting for 
them at the entrance of the city, to guide them into the house ? 
Why resort to all these bye-methods for the explanation of. the 
provision for the feast, instead of accepting the statement of 
such a simple designation of the house and the host as was a 
sign to the disciples, while it excluded Judas from privity to 
this plan ? 

The question common to the two Evangelists^ Wket-e is 
the guest-chamber, where, etc. — would of itself, on this view, in- 
timate that the prepared place, for which the disciples were to 
ask, was already read?/, and could not fail them. Ye ask 
anxiously about the where — but I command you only to ask 
where is it? for it is already prepared ! St Matthew's com- 
plementary expression — / will keep the Passover with thee — 
warrants us in regarding this question not as an allusion to any- 
thing preconcerted, but as a strongly expressed announcement 
of the Lord's coming. The reading which Lachm. leaves un- 
decided in St Mark — to KaToXvfid jiov (Vulg. refectio mea) — 
appears to us a gloss, the meaning of which is otherwise in tlie 
text. But this guest-chamber, KWTd\v(ui, is certainly not here 



dbyGoogle 



MATTHEW XXVI. 18. 15 

a public ^evoSoj(eiov, or inn, for such places were not used at the 
time of the Passover;^ nor is it, on. the other hand, "room" 
merely ;* but the word corresponds to the Heb. l^Pp deversorium, 
hoBpitiuin, lodgment. " The Jews, not resident in Jerusalem/ 
had at the time of the Passover tlie right to look for gratuitous 
lodgment and hospitality from the dwellera in the city." ^ 
" Unless I am mistaken, this is in the word /wn-oXv/W — says 
Grotius. That the owoSeffTroTijs of this house (mari; this most 
precise definition I) was not to be asked first by the disciples — 
Wilt thou give up thy already-prepared chamber to our Master 
and thine % but only to be required to show where it was, takes 
two things for granted : first, that he held it already prepared, 
in devout hospitality, for any guests whom God might send 
him ; and, secondly, that to none would he more gladly sur- 
render it than to Jesus, as soon as He should announce Himself 
as coming to. it. 

The upper room — avarfMov (more correctly, instead of avm- 
•yeov)— -is probablt/ to be distingULshed from the inrepSov, or tlie 
proper n^pj? of the roof (although Hesychius makes them one) ; 
but the Lord thereby intimates its suitability for a more retired 
celebration of the feast. It is, moreover, large; not a mean 
place, but providing more than enough room for His little 
society ;* and it is also even already furnished— icrrpafievov.'' 
This last does not intimate anything like a " stately " arrange- 
ment ; but only that everything needful was already provided 
there. On that account we cannot admit the additional eroifiov 
of St Mark. This is a heaping together of too many predicates ; 
an additional h'oifiov is either superfluous, or must intimate that 
the sweeping out of the leaven, or whatever else the ceremonial 
required, was already cared for by the host. But we think such 
regard to the minutest speciality too petty in our Lord's month 

' This meamng of the word geacraJIy is micertMn, even in Lu. ii. 1. 

^ Or Bpeeifically a hall of eating, as 1 Sam. is. 22 is referred to, where 
■T3Bf> ia trajislateii K«Ta>it^«. 

^ Friedlieb, ArchKol. der Leidensgesch., S. 50. This was an ancient 
custom ; but the method there quoted, of indemnifying the man hj the skin 
of the lamb and an eartlen vessel, may be referred to a later period. 

* In which circumstance the simplicity of our fathers saw a typical hint 
that many would in due time be summoned to the Supper of our Lord. 

" The Lord speaks as if He saw the room before Him, just ti& it was I 
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at sucli a time. Von Grerkcli's explanation — a room in which 
the feast was already provided —forgets that there would be 
then nothing left for the following there make ready (St Mark 
for m). Thus deWette says — There make ready (the repast). 
We afterwards read — And they made ready the Passover, 
To this preparation belonged the purchase of the lamb, its 
slaughter' and roasting, the provision of the , appointed and 
customaiy concomitants, etc. All this is included hy the Lord, 
with dignified simplicity in the prepare. 

The disciples went in perfect confidence that they shovdd 
find all this; finding" it all, they did as they were commanded. 
In solemn and silent order and reverence, with many deep 
ponderings, did Peter and John perfect all the preparation for 
the feast. Bnt before we proceed to the prepared feast itself, 
let us once more pause and weigh well the announcement which 
the Lord here makes. According to Hev. iii. 20 we might 
discern in this a type of tJie ^nanner in which He would in future 
announce and invite Himself in the case of souls already devoted 
to Ilim — that He may hold tlie true paschal feast in the pre- 
pared guest-chamber of their hearts. Yea, the experience of 
those who have to accomphsh this mission, concurs further with 
these words: — "Jesus often gives, even now, to His disciples 
signs by which we may know where to apply for and find 
places of entertainment for their Lord." 



SETTLEMENT OF THE DISPUTE FOR PRE-EMraENCE. 

(Lu. xxii. 25-30.) 

We may assume that St Luke received his accounts of this 
last meal at second or third hand ; and hence there are indica- 

'- Probably in the temple; not,howeyer,tliattiiepriestealoiiecoulddoit. 
The ritual of that time is very uncertain as to particulars. Friedlieb's alterna- 
tive (8. 47. note), that the lamb was slain at the appropriate time in the 
temple or not at all — that the Passover was celebrated by Christ with the 
Jews, or that it was no proper passover, — is not therefore applicable ; and 
it must be considered that it an early celebration was recognised by many, 
it must necessarily have been recognised in the temple. 
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tions of indefiniteness and inexactness, wliich are not to be 
found in the compressed exhibition of the essentials which St 
Matthew and even St Mark give.^ In the record of this 
wonderful evening, tho most prominent tiling was the Sacra- 
ment, as occupying the first place in the tradition of tlie whole 
Church; the feet^washing might bo reserved,— as belonging 
rather to the circle of the Apostles, and as being an almost eso- 
teric mystery in comparison with the relatively esoteric mystery 
of the Supper— until he came to whose pen it was given to 
record it. But there was much else both spoken and done over 
this table; and in the selection and arrangement of the several 
Evangelists, the Holy Ghost, who directed them all, shows us, 
as in a central example, in what way He has provided for us a 
sui-e and sufficing nan-ative, through the agency of the free and 
manifold ^fts of men, which we again are to arrange according 
to cur best discrimination. St Luke is distinguished among 
them as the critical investigator and diligent collector of things 
retained in living tradition. Hence, as we shall see, he furnishes 
many precious supplemental details of individual matters, from 
the Lord's desires in ver. 15, to the misunderstood words touch- 
ing the s^vord ; hence, however, we find, as we have already 
said, a certain appearance of compilation which sometimes seems 
to forsake the exact sequence of things. 

This character of his record is stamped most plainly-upon 
tho ''E^iveTo Se aat — And there was also — a formula indefinite 
in itself, with which he introduces the contention among the 
disciples which occurred again on this evening, W^e might be 
astonished and incredulous as to the possibility of a strife amonp 
them at such a time, especially after reading what has preceded 
in St Luke ; and this very formula, entering into our astonish- 
ment, takes away our doubt by the assurance of the actual Hiere 
^ We observe here, once for all, that this admission ia by no meana iflixni- 
sistent with our constant deuunciation of thosa hy ivhose " umvarnijitcil 
assumption of indefinite and inexact records the Scripture ia constantly 
broken." There are limits plain enough to those who will see them. In par- 
ticular, we cannot Hurrender the conviction that in Xhs first Gosjiel Matthew 
the Apostle ia the immediate reporter — despite that German critimm 
which saems to have exerted an evil influence on the English Alford. 
ills condemnation of my severe dealing with other views, and his allegation 
of inconsistencies (on Slatt. xsvi. 20), do not affect my honest convictions. 
VOL. VII. B 
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was. For the meaning of the ml, in close connection with the 
stnfe, is no other than this— And even on this evening, at this 
table (where the hand of the traitor was) took place, alas, an 
actual contention!^ Our doubt maybe rendered stronger by 
its appearing to have been after the institution of the Supper — 
but, it is not so stated ; for in St Luke's habit of transposition 
^hiero may well be regarded as the later record of what had 
happened before. We are firmly convinced that this was his 
meaning ; and agree with the latter part of Olshausen's words : 
" St Liie's account is inexact in two points ; creating the im- 
pression that Judas partook of the Supper with the rest, and 
also that the disciples fell into a contention after its institution." 
As it respects Judas' undoubted participation, we shall have more 
to say; and as it respects the latter, it does not impeach the- 
credit of the reporter, who might say to us— "WTiy is my eylvero 
Se Kai necessarily taken in strict order ? 

Neander deals far too boldly with Holy Scripture when he 
assumes that the thought of the feet-washing occasioned the error 
of placing the earlier contention of Matt. xx. in the evening of 
the Supper. We cannot but mourn over the fundamental prin- 
ciples which permit such a manner of reading what the Holy 
Spirit has written for the Church ; on then- account we have 
preferred to pass over in comparative silence Neander's " Life 
of Jesus" in the earlier volumes — but we cannot refrain from 
openly expressing our condemnation here. The pious Wesley's 
error is of a different kind, and more venial : " It is highly 
probable (?) this was the same dispute which is mentioned by St 
Matthew and St Mark, and consequently, though it is related 
here, it happened some time before."* We think it impossible 

1 The among Oiem is further removed, and the emphafda should not he 
laid upon it, as Bengd doea— " Hot only the traitw, lut also tU Eleven 
trouhled the Lord." Considering the words as following ver. 23, some such 
meaning as this might be found, " Those who now bo humbly asked among 
themselves who should betray Him, Ud been asking among themselves who 
was the greatest!" This pardlel and antithcws maybe indicated in the 
repetition of -ri, t'h ; not, however, that ver. 24 must necessarily have been 
suhsequent in lime, on that account. 

= Comp. Sepp to the same purpose (iii. 133), who confounds the whole 
in his Harmony. Branne also has made this section one with Matt. sx. and 
Mark x., though he speaks very indefinifely and confusedly about it. 
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that St Luke's Bh latt and iv avroK can be reconciled witii a 
narrative of events so far back ! The same and much more may 
be said against the modified view which identifies the contest 
with tliat resulting from the request of Zebedee's sons, and 
makes the Lord simply revert to it at tlie table. (Grotius: 
" Christ is mindful of their former contention ; and, going 
awav, would give thein precepts of love and humility founded 
upon it.") Certainly, Christ would not have introduced such a 
reproof without an immediate occasion for it, and St Luke would 
not without it have written his eyevero. Schleiermachcr accepts 
it as a correct exposition of the narrator^ that Christ spoke these 
words, belonging to the feet-washing, in refeirence to their earlier 
contests ; the compiler, however, misunderstood it, supposed the 
contest to have occurred on the same evening, and so changed 
the expression. But this is of itself an admission that the pre- 
sent text bears no other sense. 

It is certain then that the contention occurred on this even- 
ing.^ But was it, as seems to be the case in the order of 
narrative, after the Supper 1 Those who so read (after that old 
unciitical maimer, which, however, in its simpHcity of faith, 
should be spoken of with respect), have in some cases taken no 
pains, in some taken great pains, to explain and reconcile this 
supposition. The smftest way of evading the difficnity, is to 
refer the fact to a special temptation of Satan, then more than 
ordinarily busy. But even Satan's suggestions must be in har- 
mony with psychology ; and our psychology, at least, protests 
against the possibility of such a question as, Who is the greatest 
among us? immediately after— Lord is it I? or. Who among 
us can do this 1 — Hence others have exhausted expedients to 
iind in the circumstances and sayings of the meal some point of 
connection for it. The most improbable is that which connects 
it with ver. 23, and mfies the questioning of the disciples turn 
to a protest, Certainly not I! and thence to their individual 

' In ihis we agree with Alford, who well puis the reason for it ; sum- 
ming an up thuB ; " The diction is repeatedly aJlusive to theic then emploj- 
ment: «»«Ks/f(ei'or— B/ar/^tftai— ■w&i' k*J Wmi— b t^ /3«ffiX(i'if fiof— all 
these have reference to things present, or words spoken, during the meal." 
But not on that account ajier the Supper, as St Luke places it ; this we 
gainsay oa very important groirnds. 
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boasting of fi<lelity and nearness to the Master.^ Pfcnningcr's 
is a very far-fetched expedient, who derives the intention from 
the previous prominence of John, and limits it to the ques- 
tion whether John or Peter was the greater.^ So ako when 
Eieger says : " There must be subordination, and it was appa- 
rently quite right that they should know whom to adhere to when 
their Lord and Master had gone, etc," For the disciples did 
not send their thought forward so calmly to the time of the 
Lord's departure, as to be already discussing their future pre- 
cedence and dignity. ^Finally, it ia altogether inappropriate to 
refer the occasion of the contention to the expressions of Jesus 
in vers. 16 and 18 — as Hess does. Because the Lord "had 
spoken so definitely and confidently concerning the near estab- 
lishment of the kingdom'" (was eoi? otov really near!') — this 
excitation of their inveterate notions of the temporal kingdom 
made them insensible for a time to every other consideration I 
We have only to reply that this is unimaginable and impossible. 
The question with them was not about dignity and precedence 
in a future kingdom ; but about place, pre-eminence, and service 
at this meal in the immediate present. Tt? toKel elvai, that is, 
who should appear to have the pre-eminence, to be most con- 
siderable, and have the right of priority over the others ; conip. 
o£ Bo/covvre'i afr^eiv, Mark x. 42. Mel^av is not equivalent to 
/iejitrro^l yet it is not as Bengel says — "Greater, as first, 
second, third, etc. The question was not about being the greatest 
solely." For we may compare Lu. ix. 46, where we have the 
same general expression concerning the pre-eminence of one over 
others. 

This contest before the Supper finds its eaRy explanation, a^ 
generally'in the solemn and formal arrangement of their com- 
mimity, which the institution of the Sacrament required, so 

' The Hirschberg Bible, and Eichter's, and Brandt's all agree on this " 
the laat, expressly coEtradicting the report ot the three other Evangelists 
(Matt, exceeding sorrowful; Mark, ikey began to he sorrowful; Jno., duiih!- 
iag), says — "every one began to repel the guilt, and vindicate his fidelity.'' 
In this the identity of Matt. xxvi. 22, with Lu. xxii. 23, is taken for granted, 
■which we dispute ; but, even according to our view (of which more by and 
by) such a connection, and such a transition from the traitor to — n-liiai 
urns the greater, appears moat unanitable. 

= This does not agree with the tI; xirravoi St Luke. 
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particularly it may be in the nncertain choice of their places. 
The words of our Lord which compose the difference, form a 
plain parallel to the feefrwasMng ; indeed ver. 27 can scarcely 
otherwise be understood than by referring to it the presentation 
of His own example. Compare with it Jno. xiii. 13-16, and 
the harmony will be immediately felt. Thus the third of the 
Evangehsts seems to be already alluding to the more secret tra- 
dition of the feet-washing, which then St John made public. It 
is obvious, again, that after the Lord had washed the disciples' 
feet, any further contention among the disciples was impossible, 
and thei'efore that this took place when they first arranged 
themselves at the table.^ But it is equally necessary to regard 
our Lord's tvords as spoken after the symbohcal action ; for, 
they entirely harmonise with the discourses in St John, and 
might easily have been pined to it. They refer in ver. 27 to 
the sermng of Him who had now once more sat down in their 
midst. 

We liave been somewhat diffuse in justifying the position 
which we give to the words which are to be expounded ; the 
i-eader will not take this amiss, but attribute it to our anxiety to 
give good reasons wherever a non liquet is not satisfactory. If 
we now turn to the words of our Lord Jesus which compose 
this strife, they fall at once into three parts. First, He reminds 
the disciples, to their shame, of former sayings upon this matter, 
which He now almost literally repeats, vers. 25, 26. He then 
appeals, in transition, to His own example of humility, especially 
that wliich He had purposely just given, ver. 27. In conclusion 
He turns His disconi-se, partly to raise them from their shame, 
and partly to deepen it, to the high significance of the present 
crisis — in which such a contention must appear to be most per- 
verse. On tJie evening when the Saviour was to manifest 
Himself as the minister of their salvation, when He would in 
pure and perfect gi-ace establish His kingdom, and make them 
heirs of all His ^ts — they were foolishly contending about 
who should be greater! But because grace has chosen them, 

' We cannot tolerate the idea of Von Gerlach and Ebrard, that tlie 
strife originated m the question who must perform the service of the feet- 
washing. We wonld, however, admit that the contest might have been 
the occasion of our Lord pOTforming that act. 
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and Krouglrt them through to this hour, the ButrlSefiai is not 
revoked. The Lord looks back upon their previous fidelity, 
sincere though weak ; and looks forward to the certainly pre- 
pared joy and honour of His kingdom. Tims the great crisis, 
in the greatness of which their petty contests about what they 
thought greatness are swallowed up, is denoted : — by the glance 
hack to the whole time of their previous discipleship, ver. 28 — 
by the prominence given to the present establishment of the 
covenant and testament, ver. 29— by the glance forward to the 
final and glorious consummation, ver. 30. (In which tliere is 
once more a repetition of Matt. sis. 28.) 

Vers, 25j 26. The constantly-outbreaking pride of the dis- 
ciples must heai-— and how often stilt!— the same constantly- 
repeated reproof : thrice had it been administered before, 
according to St Matthew — ch. xviii. 3, 4, xx, 25-27, xxiii. 11. 
The record of these passages is almost verbally the same as our 
present text, so that we may refer to it for the exposition of its 
fundamental thought. It only remains to say something about 
single expressions which are pecuhar here, and then to exhibit 
the whole in the new hght of its present connection. The title 
of honour and flattery, euepyeTij?,^ which was not peculiar to the 
third Egyptian Ptolemy, but in general use, is perfectly suitable 
therefore to the Hngs of the Gentiles. And this word, more- 
over, had passed from the Greeks to the Jews ; Jewish Eth- 
narchs (Simon, to wit) were so called; and the praise of Onias, 
2 Mace. iv. 2, has some allusion to it, at least in the choice of 
the expression. Does the Lord, howevei', blame or forbid this 
beinff called, as such? Certainly not, as we have remM'ked 
upon St Matthew ; for. kings and rulers (e^ava-id^ovTev, here not 
Kare^ova-id^etv and Karaicvpieiieiv, in an evil sense) there must 
be ; and rank and authority must be preserved down to the 
master of the house who sits at table, and has servants to 
serve him (ver. 27) ; consequently, rulers must be called what 
they are and must be, in order to the due adjustment of society 
in this world. Nothing more than this fact lies primarily in 

1 See Grotius oa Matt, xx. 25, and what lie adduces on tliis passage 
from Philo, Josepius, etc. ; also the collection in Wetatoin. The name liad 
come to be used in a lofty meaning for eminent pereons, as the oarip x,nl 
iiipyirns applied to Caligula shows. 
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the are called, in as far as it is parallel with tkei/ that exercise 
authority. It is alas true that in fact a mere bdng called often 
is put instead of the true, internal, moral worthiness (Isa. xsxii. 
5) ; this the Lord does not deny, when He now exhibits the 
humble form of His externally powerless kingdom, to its ser- 
vants and subjects. In this view, the simple are called assumes 
the character of reproving irony : they wonld he called great 
and greatest without diligently attending to the practice of be- 
Ttevolence in their office and function.^ Thus arises the mean- 
ing : KaXovvrat, they would be called, they arrogate this title to 
themselves ; or, as Grotius' sets it forth .still more strongly, 
« Christ signifies that such titles are often affected hy those who 
in reahty care more for themselves than for others' good. They 
see what is excellent (else they would not affect the name), but 
they neglect to act accordingly ." We might observe, as lying 
not far from the range of our Lord's hints, that the best titles 
of honour are always those which remmd the exalted of their 
duties ; those which, to speak after the Hebrew manner, show 
that the Q'^''^; should be d'^n:— which ahnost corresponds with 
the Greek evepyhai. Von .Gerlach's notion is too rigorous : " In 
his evU aim to be like God, man would rather be gracious and 
benevolent than righteous, or a servant of others." For, grace 
and benefaction are real and honourable obligations of the 
typical gods upon earth ; and, on the other hand, servua ser- 
vorum may be perverted into a-title of the utmost pride. 

Thus the ovie oiJto»9 — not so— does not touch the rank or 
the name in itself, but the whole state of the case as intunated 
in ver. 25. Without, in the region of heathenism, the great 
object is to ex^cise lordship and authority ; and many an i^av- 
aidi^wv contents himself with no more than the being called, a 
benefactor. But ye shall not be so; when ye bear rule and 
guide, and must needs receive the appropriate name— the empty 
name itself must never please you ; but your rule should ever 
approve itself more and more in the spirit and power of service? 

' AriBtot. Eth. viii. 13 : ^aalr.u tjoo? tou; ffMriT^iBOftimiii ip'^la h i^ipojc^ 

' This warning, reproving Not so ! confutes tte strange notion o£ Men- 
ken's that the quarrel was a contest of humility, no mon willing to be the 
greatest 1 St Luke would not have called that WiMmiKla (ii-^u^ Xsy. in 
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.^Vs the disciples' desire for distinction of rank "might take re- 
fuge in the universal appointment of gradation in the world" 
(as Eieger says), that is, malte'that its pretext, it was necessary 
that the Lord should definitely lay down the opposite funda- 
mental law of His kingdom. In placing Bui ye emphatically 
at the -commencement, He acknowledges those whom He blames 
as His disciples and Apostles, not at once rejecting them on 
account of tlieir worldliness of mind. He is far from saying, 
with condemning severity— Do so if yon will ! But then ye are 
no longer My disciples ! 

In he ^lat is greo^ among you and lie Utat is chief — r/'yovfiei'O';, 
a precedence is acknowledged and confirmed ; ' but its reality is 
to be striven for, deserved, and approved by an entire denial of 
smy such distinction in thought and act. There must be among 
the disciples, in the Church of Christ, those who are relatively 
c( vearrepot, there must ever be riyovfievoi and Suikovovvt€<;, those 
who bear rule, and those who serve. When the Lord mentions 
these jiames, He at the same time coniirms them ; but a serving, 
humble love will pnt all ambition and pride far from those who 
tire greater. The two clauses indicate the two degrees of our 
Lord's evangelical requirement. The former (and apparently 
also the latter) says — Let him that is great be and comport 
himself as he that is less : obviously, not tliat a Christian who is 
a king should lay aside his crown received from God ; not that 
a Christian bishop, elder, or householder, should decline to use 
the prerogative and authority given him in his office ; but he is 
to know himself and evidence to others, that as a Christian, 
before the Lord and in his brethren's service, he is not greater 
than those whom he serves while he rules them. But, secondly, 
and it is still more emphatically intimated by " as he that doth 
serve," — Let him that is exalted be all the more anxious, on 
that account, both for his own safety and in service to otliers, to 
condescend to acts of service; and thus manifest his greatness 
by acts of lowliness which maintain while they seem to renounce 
his dignity — according to the example which our Lord Himself 

N. T.), nor have spoten of it just as in cli, ix. 46. Nor wouM the Lord'a 
reply be suitable. 

' As Mohtor in Part IV. of his '■ Philosophie der Geschichte" does not 
foi^et to observe. 
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I in His own person, as we shall see. The Apostle 
afterwards exhibited this most clearly, in 1 Pet. v. 3, 5. Such 
a ruler serves, and in fact is the genuine type of a servant ; such 
a servant rules in the spirit and name of Christ, even without 
title. The self-exaltation whicli opposes this is cured only 
through self-humiliation in penitence, the perpetual principle of 
which for us disciples should be — abasement before tlie awful 
example of our most high Master. Or we might say, that oui- 
first repentance brings the former, the descent from our false 
elevation in a natural sense ; while the example and effectual 
grace of Christ produces the latter, the positive zeal of active 
humble service. 

Ver. 27. Gfrorer, going to one extreme, maintains that these 
words would have no meaning, apart from a reference to the 
sj-mbolieal feet-washing.^ This is an error ; but so also is that 
which goes to the other extreme, and takes htaieovelv here 
merely in the general sense of Matt. xx. 28, as referring to the 
whole life of Christ. The expression / am as he that sei'veth, 
points, especially in its connection with ver. 26, to specific, ex- 
ternal acts of condescension, in which the Lord had placed 
Himself on a level with His disciples. This is the sense in 
which the Lord spoke the word, and St Luke might well leave 
the matter open, with this hint, that something corresponding 
to this had been done by our Lord on the present occasion. 
The saying connects itself with household relations generally, 
and Luke svii. 7, 8 may serve for an explanatory parallel. He 
that sittetk is the master of the bouse, who with perfect pro- 
priety places himself at the table, and is ministered to by his 
servants ; the question to the disciples intimates that He as the 
tfreater might properly lay chum to this. The repetition in — Is 
not he that sitteth at meat ? refers the application manifestly to 
Jesus Himself ; as if He had proceeded— Is it not true that I 
as your pater familias and the Master of the house, as I am now 
and ever, might have your service and nothing else ? But the 

' This word is of course implied as the opposite — "the less:" -without 
requiring us to ask whether age, dignity, or time of cottversion is referred 
to. We may, with Grotina, compare 1 Tim. v. 1 ; and even Acts y. 6, 
though here probably the later nsage supplied St Luke with the term, in 
the sense of l^p or 17s, 
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Lord liad certainly, many times during His life, assumed the 
place and function of a servant; we miglit assume that tliis 
had been the case, and was well known, and that His appeal 
i-efers to all such acts collectively. But the emphatic / am, 
especially with among you, seems best to correspond with a 
reference to an exnmple then and there given ; and, having St 
John's narrative, we may thus explain our Lord's words: — 
Behold I sit now in your midst, in the seat of pre-eminence 
which for you is always where I sii^ — being the same who as a 
servant washed your feet! Mark, however, how this in the 
midst seems to abolish precedence; and that (according to 
Bengel's subtle remark), the Lord speaks in the third person of 
Himself as the Master, but in the first person when He speaks 
of Himself as a servant. 

Ver. 28, This reproach, coinciding with Jno. xiii. 13-17, 
put them to the deepest shame ; and their condescending Master 
will again lift them up^before He proceeds afterwards to in- 
flict upon them a painless humiliation again, by overpowering 
them, despite the unwortliiiiess they have shown, with the pro- 
mise of the full grace and honour of His kingdom. The first 
But ye contained in itself a full acknowledgment of them ; but 
it is followed by something still more emphatically consoling. 
It is not now the time for reproaches — He had been constrained 
to reprove them slightly— His whole purpose now is to bless 
His disciples and load His faithful ones with His gifts. Yes, 
His faithful mes they are, with all their infirmity and folly ; 
else would He be now sitting thus in tlieir midst, and they thus 
surrounding Him? He looks back upon the whole term of 
then: pupilage and probation ; they have been preserved in it 
until this day ; and on the evening of His new covenant with 
His people. He can speak to them as He now speaks. The Sia- 
fihieiv is certainly something less than in;-ofJ.iveii', and was there- 
fore well chosen by St Luke ; this He can impute to them in 
His grace, though in a. sense which excludes the hypocritical 
traitor. (So that St John's " hut not all" is again to be under- 
stood.) And in My tmptaUma : the constant use of this word 
in Scripture teaches us that this does not mean simply in llis 

' So that yon measure the degree of honour hy proxjnuty to Me 1 
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rebus adversis, His conflicts and perils, but during the tests of 
His fidelity, and temptations to decline from His work. This 
is a solitary and most weighty declaration of our Lord Himself, 
that His whole life had been even for Himself fuU of tempta- 
tions ; especially since that first temptation of the enemy, after 
which He entered upon His conflict with the wicked world, and 
called His disciples to be His companions in it. Mi/ tempta- 
tions — thus humbly does He place Himself in the midst of the 
children of men, before He proceeds to apportion the kingdom 
and distribute the thrones; for He knows it well and they 
should know it, that for Him as for them the way to glory is the 
way of victorious fidelity. His temptations were already in 
some sense theirs also, even as we all iinder the discipline of the 
Spirit are to be in all points tempted as He was. They had 
actually withstood the enmity and temptation of the world; 
they had not been offended in Him as others had who left 
Him ; they could say in truth. Behold we have followed Thee I 
He graciously gives its full weight to this ; and thus elevates 
His weak but beloved disciples, knitting them firmly to Him- 
self. On tlie other hand. He knew tbat the time of their 
temptations would not really come until His personal tempta- 
tions were completed; yea, that in, an hour close at hand, they 
would all forsake Him and flee ; that at the outset of His second, 
decisive, and great temptation even His nearest disciples would 
not watch with Him one hour. When the power of darkness 
came upon the Shepherd, Satan would likewise scatter the sheep 
and sift them like wheat. But, as He afterwards assured Peter, 
His intercession and preserving care would interpose ; conse- 
quently, the truth is that here in ver. 28 He already looks upon 
their entire probation. He regards the shght measure of their 
weak, preliminary fidelity as the tj/pe of their future fidelity, 
and speaks iu proleptic promise, in typical prophecy of the f utiu^, 
even when hteraJly speaking of the past. And this relation of 
the saying corresponds best with the significance of the evening 
of the Sacrament, in which the covenant was ratified for the 
whole time to come, and the testament of future grace and gift 
was sealed. Their task — to abide with Him — lay yet wholly 
in the future, but their calling thereto was now confirmed, and 
the full realisation of it assured to thsm now by anticipation. 
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Ver. 29. An orthodox exegesis should never have failed to 
observe how closely this carefully chosen StttTt^e^ai— / ap- 
point— -is connected with the institution of the Sacrament, which 
is now about to be entered upon, and spoken of or fore-an- 
nounced as if it were already taking place. Jia-riOea-daL belongs 
of course to Biae-nK'n—sce Acts iii. 25; Hob. viii. 10, ix. 16; 
and is used for nnn rn2 Gen. xv. 18 ; Deut. vii. 2 ; Ps. Ixsxix. 4, 
(■tc. But as, since the Kaivyj htad^x^ri of the Lord's Supper, 
this expression always suggests, in the New-Testament phrase- 
ology, the concomitant idea of a legacy or testament, of a pro- 
vision made hrm bj His death for the future inheritance of His 
disciples, "JO also this meaning must be regarded as already pass- 
ing o\er into the coiTesponding ButriSe/iM of this text. It is, 
consequently, no mere "investing with"^— no mere "promis- 
ing" or assuring, but, as Luther well expresses it, an actual 
appotUomnq, giMng over, bequeathing in an institution, — in 
short, a testament The " paeiscor" of Beza and Flacius is 
also insufficient, Lange, however, says more accurately— 
"thiough an institution, the Sacrament." Olshausen remarks, 
■with peitect piopnety: "The comparison here with the transfer 
of dominion tiom the FatlieT to tiie Son, directly leads to the 
idea of a KkTipovofiia, which, the Lord again at His departure 
bequeathed to His own as a saci-ed legacy" — although this xadw 
hebero p,ot is not the only proof of such a meaning in the word; 
it is involved in the expression itself, as used on the evening of 
the Supper. The objection of Grotius, that a testamentary 
investing or bestowment would not suit the Father's appoint- 
ment to the Son — the opposite of Oishausen's remark— makes 
no difference in the argument ; for, the figure, even as it respects 
Jesus, is not to be pressed so far as to make Him die, and dying 
bequeath an inheritance, like dying men: — but we shall see 
something more in the KaBm presently. First, it is safe and 
scriptural to say, that Christ ^ves us the kingdom and the 
power, even as He received from the Tather— Rev. ii. 28 being 
a plain parallel ; and, then, Christ's o^vn portion is regarded in 
prophecy as being an inheritance coming to Him from God, 
Theophylact construed I appoint immediately and only with 

1 As tlie Heb. H.T. inadequately translates W^ ; instead of which "t?^ 
might have been iised, without ri-'-a, as in 2 Chron. vii. 18, Sept. Sisfltpuv. 
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that ye may eat, etc. — as the Fat/ier ]mth appointed unto Me a 
kingdom, being the intermediate clause. But the kingdom ia the 
fundamental idea here, the object to which the minds of the 
disciples are pointed, as the exposition in ver^ 30 shows. It is 
more important- to leave, first, and in the transitional applica- 
tion, ^affiXeiav without the article, the sense then being: — Yoiu" 
striving is for dominion and power, after the manner of the 
world ; behold I ^ve you a kingdom, an infinitely higher autho- 
rity than the kings of tJte Gentiles have, no other than that 
which the Father hath given Me. I lift you up into co-regents 
with Me I As it is afterwards- — -In My kingdom ye shall eat 
and di'ink and judge with Me. And all of them ahke, without 
distinction in equal dignity, so that no envious contention could 
find place there: — Judas, the unfaithful one, however, was 
already excluded by ver. 28, similarly to Matt. xix. 28. This 
kuigdora of the Lord is 'now for tlie present over and within 
all the kingdoms of tlie world — that kingdom, viz., in which, 
having become members of His body tlu-ongh the participation 
of His flesh and blood, His disciples in the power of His spirit 
and of His love serve while they rule. But one day it will 
alone remain, after the fall of all other thrones and dignities. 

Let it not be overlooked that this / appoint in its first and 
general meaning appHes to the whole congregation of believers, 
as they are represented by the Apostles, the enthre little flock of 
ch. xii. 32. Let us drive out, by a true homo3opathy, all unholy 
ambition, by a sac]?ed aspiration to these high things here pro- 
mised by our Lord ; for we cannot aim too loftily for the Spirif s 
power and the giory of heaven.^ But we cannot too humbiv 
ponder the trutli, that the Son Himself in His hujnanity received 
the kingdom from the Father only on the terms of faithful obe- 
dience in suffering, and a preparatory self-renunciation. This 
is in fact the deep meaning of ko^im? — as My Father; and this 
the Holy Sacrament, instituted for our fellowship with Him in 
His death and life, testifies likewise, 2 Tim. ii. 11, 12. Again, 
we cannot with too much confidence of faitli look at Him who 
here as our Forerunner, our king and our servant, theBejjinner 
and Finisher of our faith, looks with steady composure through 
^ As Eieger'a N.T. characteriatieally remarks. And Col. iii. 2 tells na in 
a good sease t« i^-f;hd sfpoutii'. 
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all His -way of sufferings forward to His and to our Ungdom— 
comp. vers. 16, 18. As One that serveih even unto death, He at 
the table where He must previously fore-announce the breaking 
of His body and the shedding of His blood, appoints that body 
and blood to be our future meat and drink, and distributes His 
crowns and thrones for time and for eternity. 

Ver. 30. The thrones promised already, Matt. xis. 28, are 
here preceded or accompanied by an eating and drinking — How 
are these to be understood and harmonised? A superficial 
methodof interpreting all into figures, finds here two marks of 
co-dominion— AoKOMf, the symbol of which is participation at 
the royal table ; and power, in the sharing of judgment. What- 
ever truth there may be in this, we cannot but feel that eating 
and drinking in itself must first signify enjoyment and satisfac- 
tion— ^ei honour of being present at His table bemg added to 
that. Others distinguish thus— Now in the kingdom of grace, 
we are fed and given to drink by Him at His tahle ; hereafter 
in the kingdom of glory, w-e shall sit and rule upon thrones. 
There is truth too in this, so far as it uicludes the kingdom of 
grace in the prwnise ; but the separation between things pro- 
mised alike for this kingdom and the other, seems to us to be 
wrong. Let us ask first, what that means— a( My table! 
Here there is a slight and affectionate allusion to the circum- 
stance that the Son of man, who had not where to lay His head, 
now sits with His disciples in the guestr^hamber of a friendly 
host :— in opposition to this He speaks of ffis own table, which 
He is now preparing to arrange, the spiritual, royal table of 
grace, at which He Himself is the master and host, the meat and 
the drink. The interpretation, therefore— "Ye shall eat and 
drink -what I also eat and drink, partake in the blessedness of 
My glory" —is tame, has no correspondence with the Supper, 
does not bring out the 1 appoint, and is altogether unworthy. 
The eating and drinUng must primarily refer, as it regards the 
be^ning and continuance of His kingdom, to the sacramental 
eat and drink which He is now on the point of instituting for 
them, and therefore means something far more specific than the 
Jewish figurative social feast in the kingdom of heaven. Thus 
far the promise is universal, and embraces the whole time from 
thu / ajjpoint unto you onward. But then fijlows something 



dbyGoogle 



LUKE XXII. SO. 31 

higher, and evidently not vouchsafed to all ; for the tw-elve tribes 
of Israel are here, as in Matt, xix., the New-Testament and true 
people of G-od in their manifoldness and in their unity :'— this 
last clause, consequently, applies specifically to the Apostles. 
This is indicated in the change of the construction; icadla-errOe 
being the right reading, Ka6ur>iffde having been introduced, by 
those who marked not this critical point, for the sake of uni- 
formity. In Matt, xix. twelve thrones were spoken of, notwith- 
standing the apostasy of Judas ; the number is here, with evident 
design, omitted, although we know that it cannot be broken, and 
find it recurring in Eev. xsi. 12-14. These apostolical thrones 
contain, as oiu: exposition must admit, a mystery of the future 
manifestation. The Apostles indeed even now exercise dominion 
through the autliority of their writings. But only certain of 
them ; and it would be wrong to limit so massive a promise to a 
paiticulir number of tliem. The " sitting upon thrones" is not 
spoken is if for children, who must have figures for everything ; 
hut when once "the twelve Apostles of the Lamb" (not "of 
Israel ) " m the kingdom of reality rule over glorified humanity 
with Chnst as spiritual powers" — the thrones also, according 
to therulatiDnsof the glorified state, wiH be real enough. Much 
mv, be •Jsked upon this point, as, for example, by Bengel, 
Judicinte'^ duodecim iTibvs-^singuline singulas ? In any case 
there leraims something reserved in the background for the 
future of the glorified, revealed kingdom, for the glory of the 
regeneration (Matt. xix. 28), which is not yet clearly displayed 
to us, and we cannot but thirjk that there is something similar 
contained in the former clause, which embraces the whole period 
of the gradual fulfilment of Clirist's kingdom. But we do not 
pretend fully to understand how it will be with the eating and 
drinking of the glorified, when they shall no longer partake of 
Christ's body and blood, but sit down in the new world at the 
Ijord's table, where He Himself will again eat and drink with 
them. We can only point to the fact that according to Matt. 



' " Formed according to the type of tliose twelve tribes " — we said before, 
and now add tbat protably in the retabilitation of Israel there may be an 
actual reference to the twelve fribea ; though the Gentile world introduced 
into it must be included of course in it. 
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sxvi. 29 this fruit of the vine will be drunk, by the Lord with 
us, new in His Father's kingdom. 



INTRODUCTORY WORDS AT THE LORD S PASSOVEH. 

(Lu. xxii. 15-18.) 

^^he hour, the legal hour for the Passover, had come ; the 
Lord and His twelve Apostles with Him, have sat do-rni. With 
this St Luke immediately connects the words introductory to 
the feast ; and this is consistent ivith his pecuhar selection of its 
proceedings. But it is obvious that the feet-washing, and all the 
words pertaining to it, must be interposed as having preceded. 
And it is equally certain tliat this introductory declai'ation must 
come before the One of you shall betray Me ! The second por- 
tion of the words, vers. 17, 18, introduces a difficulty ; since, 
according to the other Evangelists, Jesus spoke a similar word 
concerning the " no more drinking" at the conclusion, after the 
Sacrament. To many it seems in the highest degree improbable 
that Jesus should have repeated mch a mysterious word ; and, 
looking at the general freedom of St Luke as it respects time 
and order, they incline to think that he anticipated the second 
saying on account of the similarity of its thought. But the ac- 
companying cup, unless St Luke adds this circumstance simply 
as an invention, allows us no alternative but to hold fast the 
historical truth of his account as we have it. 

Ver. 15. All those who cling to the opinion that the time of 
the Passover was anticipated on this special occasion on account 
of circumstances, rest their cause mainlyupon this verse (Grotins : 
" He gives a reason of the anticipation of the paschal meal") : 
hot we cannot see liow such a notion can he based upon the 
desiring of this passage, since it presupposes a necessity to wait 
for the true "hour" of this Passover. Moreover, the must of 
ver. 7 in this chapter expressly testifies against such a view. 
The fundamental idea and substance of this familiar and heart- 
felt word of Jesus is its affecting expression of His human 
feeling. The whole life, indeed, of our Lord is that of the God- 
mnn, and His Divine-human character becomes more and more 
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wonderfully evident down to His death ; yet His perfect and 
full Immanify appears throughout. His heart is a human heart 
with all its sensibility, impulses, and emotions ; with all the 
sympathies pertaining to this life in the body, so far as they 
belong to the sinless condition of earthly humanity. The re- 
membrance of what He felt when below, with us and for us, 
remains with Him still in the unity of His Divine-human per- 
sonality, so that it may be said concerning the High Priest sitting 
upon the throne of God — He is able to feel with us in our in- 
firmities, Heb, iv. 15. 

The strength of the emotion which He here confidentially 
exhibits, is shown by the desiring with desire, which corresponds 
to the Hebrew intensification by means of the infin. abs. (1D33 
'JIBM:),! comp. Gen. xxxi. 30 ; Numb. xi. 4, Sept. For what 
then did He so sorely long? Was it not for the sufferings 
which should redeem the world? Yes, verily, this desire was 
present to Him even in the midst of His perturbation at the 
contemplation of them. But it is not of this that He now speaks; 
the last meal is the specific object of His desire. First, inasmuch 
as this paschal feast was itself, and as such, the pre-festival of 
His passion and death, and to be glorified to that end in the 
sacramental institution; but more especially, as the words plainly 
show, as it was to be the farewell-feast of His love, the final en- 
joyment of His disciples' society before the separation. This latter 
is made prominent in the " with you," and " before I suffer," and 
finally in the declaration, " I will not any more eat (and drink) 
thereof." That His resolute and straitened soul longed with 
pain for this festival, we admit, with Lange ; but not that "what 
here chiefly moved His spirit was the anticipation of His ^tory 
and glory." The look forward to the fruit of His sufferings, 
even to its final consummation in the kingdom of God, follows 
afterwards; but what moved His spirit first was the suffering and 
the not ani/ more!" Even for Him, endowed with human feel- 
ing, there is a painful separation, the sense of which must be 
soothed, both in Him and in His disciples, by the consohtions of 
farewell love— and thus divinely to sanctify the human tv is the 

' And there is much force in His reference to the mournful dtsut with 
which on each Passover, year after year. He would look forward to the last. 

' Which is very emphatically expressed hy ouks'ti ot ^jj. 
VOL. TIL C 
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deep desire of His heart. For, witli all His anticipation of the 
<Mmpensating Future, He humanly clings to this life in the 
body, this confidential fellowship with His disciples upon earth, 
this lifetime never to return : — even as, on the other hand, 
He humanly shrinks from His sufferings, and therefore seizes 
the final consolation of this once more before I suffer. With 
you! He says as the Father of the house to His children, 
with whom He is about to leave His testament ; joyful that 
He lias some who have continued with Him so long that He 
can see and address in tliem the future Church, the recompense 
of His griefs (comp. Matt. xxvi. 18— with My disciples ! spoken 
in the same meaning). Alas, even among them there is a 
Judas, and this will soon appear : for the present He seeks, as 
it were, to forget that, and to surrender Himself to the joy of 
His love. 

This is the purely human, side of our incarnate Lord's relation 
to this occasion, as man generally ; but we must -remember that 
the first words in the sentence were — This Passover ! and upon 
this the emphasis must be placed. As an Israelite He had, with 
the best of His people, taken pure delight in all the statutes and 
ordinances appointed of God ; in His obedience to them He had 
found a living, pure, and child-like joy, so that He might well 
declare the celebration of this festival once more to be an object 
of deep desire. But more than tliis : as the perfect Representa- 
tive of the longing spirit of Prophecy, who looks through all these 
things into their deepest meaning, and perpetually longs for their 
fulflmmt ; and, further, as the Messiah and Son of God who is 
Himself, and who brings, that fulfilment, He had eaten every 
Passover from the beginning with the most internal realisation 
of its profound significance : but how much more momentous is 
this last one to His mind, when He thus speaks of it with deepest 
emphasis ! Here, verily, may it be said with still more truth 
than was testified in 2 Chron. sxxv. 18— There was no Passover 
like to this kept in Israel ; neither did any king of Israel ever 
keep such a Passover. Certainly, " the Priests, and Levites, 
and all Judah, and Israel that were present, and the inhabitants 
of Jerusalem" are not with Him ; but the Lord, who is Himself 
the lamb, keeps it with His disciples before His suffering, and 
founds for them at the end of the tvne the new and essential 
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feast.^ Thus at His farewell He pays all their due to human 
life and to Israelite life ; before He leaves tlie family and table- 
fellowship, He consecrates it into a symbol of spiritual com- 
munion ; when He the last time celebrates the shadowy rite He 
glorifies it into its fulfilling reality. And with this the word 
which now follows obviously and necessarily connects itself. 

Vcr. 16. The first word spoke of His immediately impending 
sufferings, and renewed in the disciples' hearts the terror of this 
oft-repeated word, the reahty of which came more and more 
near; but the second word comforts tliem again, and speaks, as 
it were, by way of compensation, concerning the all-restoring 
future of the kingdom of God. Here for tlie .first time the 
simple and absolute iraOelv:^ that was a hint at the outset, which 
said — I Myself am the Lamb ! But now comes forthwith a 
clear and bright glance forwards to the consmnmate, final ful- 
filment of that typical eating which was now celebrated for the 
last time. In this be fulfilled — irKripatOrf — the Lord gives in 
a certain sense the programme of a new institution, without the 
substitution of which the old might not be done away with; but 
He at the same time penetrates into the distant future, when 
He will again eat with His own. And i^ avrov. — thereof — 
is this again of the Passover? Many have referred it to 
bread, which would correspond with the cup, ver, 17 ; but this 
is no more than an inexact and gratuitous assumption. The 
words themselves as they stand must be understood to mean — 
of the Passover. This of course does not imply that Jesus 
would finally partake in any such sense as we now partake of 
Him in the Sacrament; but the tv^e of the Passover extends 

' That this was t!ie final scope of His desire, is proved by the sequel. 
That He instituted the Sacraraeat " from the impulse of the moment, with- 
out any predetermined plan" — needs no refutation ; though Lindner lays 
too much stress upon the design of our Lord being the emphasis of His desire. 

^ Lu. is. 23, xvii. 25, comp. Matt. xvi. 21, Mark viii. 31,-guff'er many 
things — Matt. xvii. 12, suffer of them — Ln. xxiv. 26, suffer tJiese things — 
in Lu. Kxiv. 46 comes forward again the simple and strong suffer, ■tuffiii', 
involving the whole counsel of God. (For the oSruf fehieh precedes dots not 
properly belong to it.) Selmltheas forgot this when he declared "the abso- 
lute waaxiir to-tje a too modem Gospel." 

* Instead of which, a strange reading has an explanatory — Kterjov 
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even beyond the Sacrament itself. Until it be fulfilled must be 
understood to mean— Until it, this Passover, be fulfilled (not, 
indefinitely,— all that is to be fulfilled). But, because the 
kingdom of God in the fullest, most absolute sense of the woivi, 
is the end and conamnmation of the entire Old Testament, all 
its types must still go forward, beyond their immediately cor- 
responding antitypes, into the blessedness and glory of the final 
fulfilment. To that the Lord now looks onward, comprehending 
all in one glance, while He is experiencing the deep sorrow of 
the "Henceforth no more." This "joy in grief," this combina- 
tion of the sadness of separation with the glad anticipation of a 
reunion to be provided for and pledged by that separation itself, 
constituted the attraction of this last meal, standing as it did 
between symbol and fulfilment. And it was for that reason our 
Lord so earnestly desired it. 

The eating and drinking of the flesh and blood of Jesus, as 
it takes tlio place of the Passover in the kingdom of God now 
existing upon earth,— the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, that 
is — is its most obvious and direct antit^/pe, but not its full 
irX'npaKTK or fulfilment. " It had not its full realisation even in 
the essential blessings of grace which the New Covenant intro- 
duced." (Von Gerlach.) But the real and eternal antitype, 
to which Christ pointed, was "the everlasting feast of the kingdom 
for His glorified Church, and the anticipatory festival our Lord 
was now about to establish in the Sacrament of the New-Tes- 
tament covenant." ^ For as yet we eat and drink of Him ; but 
finally, as it is here (and Matt. xxvi. 29) said, He will eat and 
drink with us — in a different manner. How then are we to 
understand this? That feast of sparing or passing over, cele- 
brated in Egypt, was, at the distant commencement of the typical 
economy, no otlier than a feast of a redeemed and delivered people 
— that was really intimated, though in an Old-Testament and 
negative manner, in its name nos. In the last and most realis- 
ing fulfilment of this name, the identity of the repast to be en- 

' So Lange ; but he spcrils it by a far-fetched distinction between the 
eating and the drinking :— making tlio enjoyment of the heavenly mani- 
festation 0/ Chrisi correspond to the eating ; and the manifestation of the 
gbry 'of the Church— iot the joy of its Lord, especiaUy—correspond to the 
cup of thanksgiving. 
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joyed -with the body of the Lamb tlirough whose blood and 
death our redemption and deliverance comes, will disappear ; 
and the new world will offer to glorified humanity, to the Head 
as well as to the members, a new feast, with new food and 
new drink, corresponding with that which was afterwards ap- 
pended to the ori^al ceremony. For when not merely all the 
wicked are cast out like the Egyptians, and all the good accepted 
and spared like the Israelites, but also the whole fulness of God's 
gifts are poured out for the saints in the new creation, for "the 
free enjoyment and glory of the children of God" — then will 
Chi-ist keep the Passover in the highest sense with His own, and 
eat with them as before, but in a tranacendently different sense.* 
He longed for the Passover of that evening; but His deep 
desire went forward to a perfected friendship and fellowship 
in the heavenly-earthly gratifications and joys of the kingdom 
of God. Until this last most blessed reunion and full reinstate- 
ment of fellowship. He takes farewell; looking forward through 
all intervening time, jwst as in St John He looks tlu-ough His 
death and resurrection to His ascension into heaven and return 
to His people. It is not enough to say, with Tholuck : "If the 
Head could thus long for consummate communion with His 
members, should not they long for consummate fellowship with 
each other and with their Head?" But we make bold to im- 
derstand this eoi? otov, as spoken by our Lord here in the flesh, 
to mean that He Himself even in His glory retains a Divine- 
human longing for the consummation of fellowship with His 
own, and for the eating and drinking with them in the kingdom 
of God at that table which He called His own in Lu. xxii. 30, 
when He spake in overwhelming majesty of their thrones by 
the side of His throne. 

Vers. 17, 18. Wtether the Lord, — after He had thus 
embraced in tf>arye'lv ro ■Trda-y(a," eating the Passover," the full 
typical meaning of this feast of redemption, freedom, and victory, 
— included also the cup which belonged to it, and spoke the 
words with which St Luke proceeds ; or whether this word is 
the same with that which is recorded afterwards by St Matthew 
and St Mark, i'; a question which need not to left undecided. 
1 Compare the ailegorising passages in Philo, concerning the 4"'X"'^'' 
vacxa, wliich Grotius adduces. 
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For, the cup wliicli He receives in order to offer it round' was 
an integral part of the Passover ritual itself, and is to be distin- 
guished from the Sacramental cup after supper, ver. 20. The 
other two Evangelists h^ve a, similar saying only, and that after 
the Sacrament. Consequently, it is not the last cup, after which, 
as still belonging to the paschal meal, the Sacrament was insti- 
tuted; but tlie^rs( cup with wiiich the meal was commenced. 
It is evident that our Lord observed in general all the ordinances 
and rites of the typical ceremony, giving it all its rights before 
it was abolished ; however doubtful, we' may he as to tlie petty 
and niidtiplied observances which were introduced later. Those 
who desire may see all these described in the Commentators, 
especially in Fiiedheh's " Archseologj' of the histoiy of the Pas- 
sion," where the whole series is described — the washing of the 
hands, the prayera or thanksgivings for the fruit of the vine and 
the fruit of the earth, the dipping into the dish, the eating, the 
distribution, the moving of die table, the questioning and the de- 
claration, with "elevation" of the bitter herbs and the unleavened 
bread, the singing of psalms, the eating of the peace-offering 
and the paschal lamb itself to the last morsel, the four or even 
the five cups, each to be mingled and dinink at the prescribed 
place, from the first at the commencement to the last which was 
allowed. But Ben-Maimon's Commentary, and the statements 
of the Talmud, the Mishna, and Gemara, do not entirely agree 
in these points. Who, however, can suppose that aU this was 
rigorously established so early as the time of our Lord t The 
Evangelists ^ve us several hints which certainly coincide with 
many particulars of this ritual (as " the fruit of the vine," the 
song of praise, the distribution of the first cup of Benediction) ; 
but they do not mention the other cups, and we may conclude 
that the Lord did not observe every petty ordinance which was 
current at the time. We must remember that while, on the one 
hand, the Lord recognised such usages as were appended to the 
Divine law with a sound meaning, He, on the other hand, de- 
signedly neglected the prescriptions of the Pharisees. Einally, 
the transition from tlie type to its fulfilment made a certain 
freedom appropriate ; and we shall see that the new Institutioji, 

' Afjw^fi'iif, other than -ha^v afterwards. 
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taking the place of the old one, commenced before that was 
fully ended. 

What further may be said concerning the drinking of tlie 
great future, we will reserve for the saying which St Matthew 
and St Mark repeat more definitely at the close. It must, how- 
ever, be observed, that " until tite kingdom of God shall com^' 
refers to tlie consummate kingdom of gloiy, the same as in ver. 
16. (Afterwards, My Faih&^s kingdom.') Thus we must not be 
misled, by the generality of the expression, into smticipating the 
term specified for this drinking again, and placing it in the Forty 
Days. It is also an idle question, whether the Lord did or did not 
drink of this cup which He gave to the disciples. The word 
itself decides nothing, even if the unsupported reading o-Tro tov 
vuv is accepted ; the saying " Take this, and divide it among, 
yourselves^' might be understood to mean, " Divide it entirely, 
keep it for yourselves alone— for I shall drink no more with you." 
But it might also be regarded as testifying that He had already 
drunk, just as He certainly ate with Hiem the Passover. Por 
when Sepp understands ver. 16 to mean that He would not even 
this time eat the paschal lamb with them, he forgets the desire 
to eat it, expressed in ver. 15. If the cup which as the Master 
of the household He received, that He might mix it and hand 
it round, was the cup usually drunk at the beginning, He may 
be supposed to have drunk it according to custom, and then to 
have declared this to be the last act of HLs fellowship in drinking. 
For as the eating, which was now at hand, was not excluded but 
presupposed in the Henceforth no more ; so now the general 
assurance; that He would no more drink wine, definitely con- 
nected as it is with this cup, must have a similar specifiic meaning 
(and this of itself proves that with regard to the subsequent cups 
He did not rigorously adhere to the usage). Or, the words must 
be understood, that the Lord for a special reason abstained from 
all drinking at this Passover. This is possible, but not probable ; 
for it was the last celebration of His hiynan and Israehte fellow- 
ship ; as such it was the object of His desire, and His final re- 
freshment. Let all that has been said serve as an example of 
the importance which should be attached to a careful considera- 
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tion of all such words as these, in order to find their deeper 
meaning. The too common method is to pass superficially over 
the sense, and hasten to critical contention about lesser matters, 
instead of thoughtfully pondering every letter as it stands re- 
corded. 



FIRST INDICATION OF THE BETILVTER. 

(Matt. xxvi. 21-25 ; Mark xiv. 18-21 [Lu. xxii. 22] ; 
Jno. xiii. 21), 

"Iwill eat this Passover with yoiC' — ^thus had the Lord spoken 
at the beginning, with the same meaning and the same feeling 
with which He had siud, in His message to that unknown one, 
to Him well known, in the city — "with My disciples!" Judas, 
nevertheless, was among them ; and saddens this last Passover 
before His Passion, even more than he had saddened that feast 
of love in Bethany. Although the Lord would now refresh and 
strengthen His spirit in this final human and Israelite fellowship 
with His disciples — in whom He beheld the germ of the new 
Church to be established for the earthly-heavenly, all-fulfilling 
kingdom of God^that end cannot be obt^ned, inasmuch as the 
sorrow of suffering and death, by which alone this new covenant 
can be ratified, presses more and more closely upon lEs soul. 
After tlie feet-washing and the acc«mpanying sayings had re- 
pelled their old notions of His kingdom, after the sayings of 
Luke sxii. 1 5-18, which vibrated between the sorrow of separa- 
tion and the joy of the final reunion — the lips of the disciples, 
waiting in anxious solemnity, were no more opened in any 
familiar words ; even the Master kept silence for a space ; and 
nothing remained but the silent observance of the paschal meal, 
celebrated in mysterious and appropriate twihgiit. Luke xsii. 
17 defines, as far as we can understand, the beginning of its 
ritual ; but it intimates at tlie same time that all its detail would 
not be observed, for the Lord makes an end for Himself with the 
first cup. And as they were eating— yb, St Matthew's opening of 
the scene which followed. And as they mt aitd did eat — is St 
Mark's more definite language. Thus we have nothing here of 
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the standing, according to the prescript of Ex. sii. 11 (which 
Aben Esra allows to have referred only to the first meal in 
Egypt), They sat or reclined at the table, and — ate, almost in 
silence ; but little, and that only what was absolutely necessary, 
was spoken ; scarcely a word which belonged not to the ceremony. 

In this position of the begun and proceeding meal, we hear 
that fearful word, which descends from the most distant future 
of glory to the deepest ignominy of the present, (hie of you shall 
betray Me !^ While this refers back to the intimation long ago 
given in Jno. vi. 70, and was prepared for in Jno. xiii, 18, it is 
manifestly the first indication of the traitor during this meal; 
and it coincides historically, doubtless, with Jno. xiii, 21. How 
it is related to Jno. xiii. 22 we shall see ; as far as the un- 
certainty which undeniably rests upon the insertion of the 
sacramental institution in St John's closely connected narra- 
tion will admit. When we examine the Synoptical account, 
we find three distinctive sayings of our Lord ; — A word of 
sorrow to humble the Eleven together with the One ; a word 
of solemn declaration, which instructs, and at the same time 
vindicates them, while it is a preluninary condemnation for the 
traitor; finally, a most sublimely fearful word for the traitor 
alone, in which now for the first time the judgment of his re- 
probation is complete — even as the Lord had given Himself up 
to His own destiny to be betrayed by him. But here we only 
say, for the first time — because the final utterance follows in a 
second, and more intense expression (Jno. xiii. 27). 

Matt. xxvi. 21 ; Mark xiv. 1 8 ; Jno. xiii. 21. He was troubled 
in spirit (as Jno. xii. 27) — indicates certainly a disturbed and 
painful emotion ; and it is not without meaning that there is 
added — and testified. The former shows the motive of our Lord's 
utterance as it regards Himself, the latter as it regards the dis- 
ciples ; His own grief will not suffer Him to restrain it, while 
He speaks for a salutary testimony to them, as also to the future 
Chm^h which they represented. The disciples also were exceed- 
ing sorrowful, but their emotion was far from reaching the depth 
and strength of His trouble in spirit. The tribulation and suf- 
fering of our Lord is always and essentially a sorrow of soul; and 
' How often does the thougit, and view, and word of the Lord bring 
into close conjunction the widest contrasts ! 
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in that domain where the spirit possesses, inhabits, and pervades 
with its energy the soul, and is consequently affected by it in 
return. Still more, specifically is it everywhere as here a sorrow 
on account of sin, and even in its highest intensity a Divine- 
human sorrow. For, Ilis spirit in the unity of the Eternal Spirit 
knoweth the abomination of sin, as it appears in God's sight; 
His soul feels it also, in this clear and full knowledge, even as 
men feel, — or rather, as no sinful man as such can feel it. Thus 
had He from the beginning already suffered much through sin ; 
but now, the sin of men confronts Him in its direst, severest form, 
and is most bitter to Him, as exhibited in Judas. More severe 
and bitt«r was not in this sense even the conflict in Gethsemane 
and upon Golgotha — the lading upon Him tlie iniquity of us all. 
Here in His spirit, most internally afflicted by sin, Huxt Passion 
begins and has its root which issues through Judas (as we shall 
see) in His wctoriously emerging from temptation : — in Gethse- 
mane again His soul is included; upon Golgotha finally His body, 
soul, and spirit.* All the contradiction of frenzy and hatred, of 
hypocrisy and malice, of ingratitude and every other bad passion, 
which, distributed among individuals, had fallen upon or should 
fall upon Him — was condensed and consummated in this one 
sinner against Him, this unhappy traitor. He breaks in upon 
the narrowest circle of His won and beloved souls ; he defiles 
and disgraces, in a sense, the apostolical foundation of His future 
Church here at its very commencement ; and brings to nought 
an election which had its origin in His love, by an actual though 
partial victory of hell! Thus, alas, this son of perdition — and 
this is His deepest grief — compels Him, even now when He 
would refresh His soul by nought but love and blessing, when 
He was about to estabhsh the seal and the pledge of an ac- 
complished redemption and forgiveness of sins, to retain by 
anticipation the sin of one awful Exception, condemning him 
eternally. But we observed upon Jno. xiii., with reference to 
Mark iii. 5, that the Son of man could not otherwise manifest 
Hia wrath against evil than in connection with the perturbation 
of His sympathising, redeeming heart ; here, however, we see 

' It is to be understood, as we have said, that His soul also eufEered the 
Borrow of His spirit from the beginning ; and the perturbation of His soul 
was strongly shared in by His body. 
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that the converse of this proposition does not lioU good — for 
Jesus is only troubled about Judas, without wrath. So far we 
can appropriate Tholuck's word, on St John : " It is not the 
feeling of provoked indignation which goes out toward the de- 
linquent, but that of compassionate sorrow ;" though wc cannot 
iidopt the words which follow, as applicable to the present con- 
juncture, — " which always seeks anew to produce in the perverted 
mind an influence of compunction." This was now over, as the 
v>iU betray already testifies. AVhere there is human angcr^ in 
the God-man as the reaction of love, there is the hope of love 
which takes this method to accomplish its purpose ; but where 
that is gone, the wrath of the Lamb also for tlie present ceases, 
and the love is turned into pure lamenting suffering of the sin. 
That the tr^tor had experienced no wrath beforehand from his 
Lord, on whom he inflicted the deepest grief —is the cause of the 
wrath of God which now rests upon him, and which will fall upon 
him one day as the wrath of the Lamh, of that same Incarnate 
Judge of men who in Gcthsemane still called him His friend. 

Why then does the Lord utter that as a testimony which 
moves His spirit ? The testimony as such applies indeed to the 
disciples ; but not exclusively, as is generally thought, to shame 
and humble them, and excite their true repentance. In this 
utterance of the deepest feeling, there is primarily no considera- 
tion of the influence which it ought to exert and must exert upon 
others ; but it is no other than a lamentation of the Troubled 
One, who pours out His complaint not merely before God, but 
also before man in a human manner. Assuredly, there is some- 
thing of human "infirmity" also in it, and the Lord cannot 
restrain within Himself the son'ow of His soul, nor retam it 
within His spirit before God, but must speak of it before His 
own as afterwards in Gcthsemane. We must know for our qwh 
consolation and instruction that so it was with His spirit ; and 
therefore He bean this witness to ail times in Hiff word— as it 
is also expressed in St John's ifiapTvprjae — He testified. But 
then, there ia another element which is never wanting in His 
self-testimony; the wisdom of love which regulates aU His 
speaking and not keeping silence approves itself decisively here 
• Not, of eourse, in the sense of Jas. i. 20, which contrast of tte human 
andiheCivinehas noappUoatioii totheGod-iaan. 



dbjGoogle 



44 FIEST ALLUSION TO THE TKAITOK. 

as it does to the last, seeking always our salvation. And we 
justly said at the outset that this first word concerning the 
traitor had an especial reference to the others. The doom and 
woe of the traitor is intimated more plainly to himself in the 
second word, and most expressly in the third; but now the 
Eleven are to know and feel, as far as it lies in them, what the 
Lord knows and feels. They are to be fortified against the 
awful event, when it shoidd take place, by the testimony to their 
Lord's fore-knowledge of it and submission to it — as we have 
seen on Jno. siii. 19. But, finally— and this comes into special 
prominence for us — t/iey, as being of the same sinful nature, 
and, even under grace capable of hhe sin, are to be humbled 
into deeper self-knowledge and penitence by seeing how pro- 
foundly the sin of one among them bows down their Lord. This 
is the just interpretation and application of the word which the 
Church has always held fast. It views the Lord as in this 
word exliorting to contrition before He celebrates His sacra- 
ment ; moving the disciples' hearts to humiliation before He 
institutes His holy Supper, And there is profound truth in the 
observation which has been made : — that St Paul derived from 
this One among you his impressive rule, But let a man examine 
himself! 

It is indeed only one, who vn\l commit this fearful sin ; but 
it is still one of them ; and what that means, we have sufficiently 
shown upon Jno. vi. 70. AVhen one sins with fearful, yea the 
most fearful aggravation — the rest of us must not wholly acquit 
ourselves; the Lord's one word is most grievous to Him, to us 
full of shame and humiliation — One among you ! Whatever 
differences there are between the several eleven disciples in 
disposition and feeling, the Lord embraces them altogether, and 
in one with Judas ; He still more emphatically and compre- 
hensively refers its most evil fruit in the one to the root of sin 
in all, when He aftenvards cries — Woe to that man! The sin 
of the One, most ripe for condemnation, is in a certain relation 
the common sin of humanity, a fruit which grew on that tree. 
Further : Is this Judas actually isolated and alone in his sin ? 
Is he not rather the type and forerunner of many, found in the 
discipleship and external fellowship of Jesus, as he was then ? 
Hence his warning figure stands at the introduction of eY&rj 
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celebration of the Sacrament — "In the night in which the Lord 
was betrayed !" The lesson taught by Judas may well inter- 
mingle its wholesome bitterness with, all our Passion-devotions. 
"Woe also to him who, otherwise than the beloved disciples, is 
disposed to reply— Such can I an d will I never be ! The proper 
reflection is — Am not I also a man, like this man of sin 1 Is not 
my human heart by nature hkewise evil and unbehevingl Do 
I submit to reproof? Has the love of the Lord entrance in me, 
and His truth ? Am not I treacherous to Him in heart ; am not 
I resting secure in external fellowship alone with Him and Hisi 
is there no Judas-way in me? 

All this is not "homiletic application" and "edifying re- 
mark," learned readers, but actual exposition of the mind and 
feehng with which the Lord uttered this ef v/i&v. "One^ 
ofi/ou"- — He adds now decisively — will betray Me; in which, 
as in the following words, the mpit^/jAvov — appointed — be^ns 
already to appear. He speaks still in the Future ; since Judas' 
offer already made to the Pharisees (■7!-apaBa>a-<a) was not the 
consummated betrayal itself. But He speaks in the Future 
absolute ; for, the black counsel of Judas' heart stood fast, his 
heart was no more to be humbled and shamed — otherwise the 
Lord would not have thus spoken. 

And they were exceedingly troubled, and began every man 
to say — Lord is it 1? Judas is obviously not included, because 
the Spirit designs to give the Lord's word as pre-eminently di- 
rected to the Eleven, and their reply to it. Judas delayed till 
the last his similar question. The first influence of the word 
upon Jcim is not recorded; but, liko the design of his heart 
throughout, is veiled in a night of fearful mystery. Lucke re- 
marks on the apparent parallel, Lu. xxii. 23, quite correctly: 
" St Luke reports like St John ;" but we accept this on a very 
different supposition from his, to wit, that they both relate 
another circumstance, the second indication of the traitor which 
took place after tiie Supper. For it is plain to all who will not 
breali the Scripture by assuming incorrectness in the narrators, 
that on the first occasion the disciples say what they say to Jesus, 

' St Matt. fxuTTO; (another reading iig) — St Mark ii; xaSui, not xahi; 
or xara (x»i iTrc$) tl;, but instead of x.af h», as in Jiio. viii. 9, Eom. lii. 5. 
The second k«i ^a?,o;- M^n iyii; in St Mark is probably an addition. 
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the second time they speak among themselves (TTpos eavrov^, et's 
oXXiJXow). The first time, eachasks, Is it If the second time, 
they inquire among themselves which of them it was tliat should 
do this thing. Liicke thinks it " scarcely credihle," as recorded 
in St Matthew and St Mark, that each of the disciples asked 
aloud if it was himself:" — but it is literally so recorded in these 
Evangelists ; and no man has a right to mix up with exposition 
his own notion of what is or is not credible. The simple and 
plain narrative has in various ways been moat unexegetically 
dealt with. Some have thought that each put the question, but 
each mth his own individual meaning; Olshausen supposes 
that Peter and John, in their more highly developed conscious- 
ness, would not ask — Is it I? but only— Who is it? (This 
gratuitous assertion rests upon the identification of the two 
questions and the two accounts.) Otlicrs, as Ehrard, change 
die recorded question into "an anxious appeal" — It is not If 
On the other hand, Winer classes this question with M^ti 
among those in which, according to the decision of the context, 
an affirmative answer must be suppc^ed possible. We perfectly 
agree with him ; and appeal to the feehng of every simple 
reader, and to the predominant, living tradition of the Church. 
If the context allowed the assumption that some meant no more 
than " assuredly not If" we would rather join Nathanael with 
John, than Peter — and so on with all the rest. The emphasis 
of this most significant word would he lost ; and the subsequent 
question of Judas, the affirmative answer to which our Lord's 
reply confirms, would be deprived of its similarity to the pre- 
vious questions. Judas assuredly asked because he was con- 
strained to do so, because and in the same sense as the others 
asked. 

For our own part we regard that as credible in the highest 
degree which Matthew the Apostle, one present at the transac- 
tion, plainly records ; and, moreover, we can render it perfectly 
intelhgible and probable to our own minds. The truth in the 
arbitrary addition to the narrative which we have just noticed 
is this, that each one may have thought first of the others 
around him ; but then, when he saw not the slightest ground 
for the supposition in the case of any otlier, he would naturally- 
direct the inquiry to himself. " Of whom can I suppose that 
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he ■would do this thing? Most fitly should I ask myself the 
question!" Such is the course of true humbleness of mind in 
its pure simplicity in all similar cases. This preparation and 
reason for the startling question — Is it I (no other than myself J f 
the Evangelists have left unexpressed, but it is not the less ob- 
vious to every psychological reflection : they simply record the 
result which, in the swift succession of emotion which went 
round the circle, was not long in finding utterance. We are 
not to think of clear consciousness and ctJm pondering of what 
they say, on an occasion like this, when their word was extorted, 
enforced from the disciples by the warning spirit of the word of 
Jesus, for a typical application in the future. We must not 
coldly discuss it in its antecedents and consequences, but take it 
as it stands^ — tbe uncalculated expression of the effect which 
the Lord's disclosure had upon their consciousness of sin. 
When they thus suddenly heard the Lord's earnest "one of you," 
every one, even the most consciously sincere, must have thought 
himself for one moment capable of the most fearful sin.^ This 
meaning alone gives a sufficing reason for the exceeding sorrow- 
ful of St Matthew, which is essentially different from the sub- 
sequent doubting of whom He spake in St Jolm. After the 
more rigorous " Woe" pronounced upon the One, which must 
have given every innocent one to feel that this did not touch his 
conscience, yea, after the atoning "for you" of the Supper, — 
their position and feeling with regard to it became different; 
and the uncertain anxious inquiry of every one as to which of 
the rest coidd do this, was then quite in keeping. The blending 
of the two situations and states of mind into on« incident, is to 
be excused only by the fact that St John's Gospel gives that 
theory an apparent sanction, unless his Gospel be very carefully 
read and compared with the others. For certainly, Just at this 
point, between vers. 21 and 22, or vers. 22 and 23 of ch. xiii., 

' Hiller'B reflection thereforeisbesidethe mark: "and jf He named one, 
it was the thought of each that thai one might change his mind." Tor the 
icill betray had been announced by Verily, Verily. Knimmacher more cor- 
rectly paraphrases the sense of the word: "Yea, Lord, eo corrupt is my 
heart that I am capable of any evil; and. if the wind of temptation blew 
that way, I might by possibility betray Thee, the Highest Good, eren as 
Thou hast said. Left unguarded to mysdf, I cannot stand." 



dbyGoogle 



48 FIRST ALLUSION TO THE TRAITOR. 

St John passes over the Supper, and inseparably joins what 
passed subsequently with the first word which gave occasion to it. 
But he wrote thus only that our investigation might be stimu- 
lated to careful arrangement of the whole. 

It was necessary thus carefully to observe the word of the 
disciples, and assert its only true meaning ; for this alone will 
enable us fully to understand the design of the preceding word 
of our Lord, as well as to trace the progress to what follows. 
When He expressed Himself in such a manner as to involve 
their whole circle in a certain sense in the guilt, His sole pur- 
pose — a purpose which most blessedly succeeded — was that the 
beloved disciples should be profoundly abased in the conscious- 
ness of their general, human, capability of sin ; and that they 
should be entirely divested of all wrathful, loveless, unjustified 
rejoicing in the sentence of condemnation pronounced upon a 
feUow-man, the traitor who now went forth from their midst ; — 
in short, that they should be brought to such a state of mind as 
to put the question which they did put.^ This question of the 
disciples, which was a perfect expression of individual sincerity, 
while it on that veiy account proclaimed all the more feelingly 
their deep sense of sinfulness, was to Him a consolation In the 
midst of His distress. He who so asts, judges himself fully— 
that he may not be judged— as to his part in the awful guilt, 
so far as it is a collective guilt ; but he who can thus ask, has 
thereby cleared himself, and shown that he cannot be the one 
intended, nor fall under the terrific woe. And now, after this 
disburdening of His own heart and cleansing of the hearts of 
His disciples, Jesus is free to proceed with the second word, 
which with wonderful sublimity embraces the whole of this 
Satanic sin of an ^^osi^e .-—which unites in itself a serene tes- 

1 This, and notHng elae, as we think. Not specifically, as Lauge pre- 
fers, in order that they might be led to repent of that spirit ot carnal am- 
bition which had so long trouhled them, and which had nourished among 
them the serpent of treachery, and that traitor himself whom they had 
brought to Him !— There is no trace of this last in all the narrative ; our 
Lord's / have chosen, Jno. vi. 70, is a strong protest against any such intro- 
duction of one Apostle by others. That they trusted Judas and did not 
see through him, was in them a relative virtue, though springing from their 
Bin ; and the Lord was infinitely hetter satisfied with their 7s it If than He 
would have heen with any unbecoming " Is it fte t" 



dbyGoogle 



MATTHEW XSVI. 23. 49 

timony of His own obedience to the counsel of God; an instruct 
ing assertion of the guilt which nevertheless was incurred ; a 
most internal cry of anguish uttered by love which mourns over 
one who cannot be saved. This second word is, to wit, a decla- 
ration as to the self-sacrifice of the Son of man, and the doom 
of the man who betrayed Him ; but, for the sake of the tran- 
sitional connection, an answer to the Apostles' question yet pre- 
cedes, which however is no new answer, .but only repeats and 
confirms the first. 

Matt. xxvi. 23 ; Mark xiv. 20. The supposition that this 
answer of our Lord is the same which John xiii. 2(5, under 
another presentation and more specifically, records — is one of 
the most marvellous and perverse misunderstandings which have 
sprung from a lax notion of the so-called inspiration of the 
Gospels^notwithstanding that it is the predominant opinion, 
and now almost traditionally accepted. We have shown upon 
St John, and now more emphatically repeat it, that we have in 
these two records two quite different occasions and words. 
Here the Eleven ask, each for himself, Is it If There John 
at Peter's request put the question. Lord who is it? Here 
Judas, like the others, dips with the Lord in the dish ; but 
there the Lord dipped the sop, and gave it to Judas. If the 
word intimated a specific and instant dipping on the part of 
Judas, he must have been at once detected before the eyes of 
all;^ consequently, the subsequent "woe to that man" mast have 
pointed him out as if by name; then his 7s it I? which followed 
afterwards, showed senseless boldness in this detected and con- 
demned man; and, lastly, the ignorance of the disciples as 
recorded in St John, vers. 27-29, becomes inexplicable — and 
an absolute contradiction between the two eye-witnesses must 
remain. All those subtle suppositions, therefore, which are 
based upon his dipping in the confusion, vrith affected candoui- 
— and so forth — must be renounced, as confusing the scene. 
'O iii0a\lra^ — he that dippeth — in St Matthew is not, as De 

1 For this answer to the question of all was not given softly by Jesus, 
and it waa given only to Onel If he received the sop "before all eyes," 
and dipped his hand into the dish, he must have been pointed out a,ad re- 
vealed to them all. The imixiasihilitv and contradiction of this is well put 
by Krummacher. 

VOL. VII, D 
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Wette's translation gives it, He that hath dipped (that Is, just 
now); but it is aoristical, and equivalent to e/i^aTrro/ieyo? in 
St Mark. _ 

The Lord does not and cannot intend to give a new and dis- 
tinctive answer to the Is it /? of the several disciples. It was 
not necessary. The silent answer was now, after this cleansing 
of their heart, understood of itself—" Not ye. My faithful ones, 
who have been with Me in My temptations, and whose are still 
the thrones; but one among you." Thus the Lord merely 
repeaU, before He proceeds further, the former word in a more 
plainly intelligible form ; using an expression which is parallel, 
on the one hand, with the earher-cited passage of the Psalms, 
Jno. xiii. 18, and, on the other, with the subsequent word which 
St Luke gives — " The hand of the traitor is with Me on the table" 
Nothing can be clearer than this relation of the circumstances, 
if we only abandon the attempt to make different accounts one, 
and assume such a' repetition of similar transactions as the re- 
currence of this dark element in the meal rendered necessary. 
The " dipping in the dish" was by no means (as Lange mam- 
tains) " an irregularity which their excitement explains :" there 
is no ground for this, when we set the common meal plainly 
before our imagination. Henneberg is quite riglTt m defending 
the general signification of the dij^etk with Me— "one of My 
household, who daily eateth and driiiketh with Me." Olshausen 
is altogether wrong when he asserts in opposition, that " this 
was appUcable to all the disciples, and was therefore no answer 
at all"— for it was not to be an answer, but only a re-assertion 
of the one among you. St Mark gives us the plainest evidence 
of the identity of the two sayings ; for in the second he has 
" one of the Twelve," and adds to the first " one of you— which 
eateth with Me" (And this we now first mention, because here 
its significance comes out.) Thus the Lord meant the first 
time— One of My companions at table ; and the second time 
again— One, who eateth at My table, like you Twelve eolleetively. 
The number twelve, stiU mentioned— we cannot but think of 
the throne lacking for one of the twelve tribes of Israel, Luke 
xsii. 30— designs to say that the Lord reckons the fallen on,e 
still, in testimony of His previous election (Jno.^ vi. 70, you 
Twelve), in order then to supplant him, comp Acts i. 17. Thus 
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the several passages of Scripture profoundly coincide in thoir 



The Lord's silence presupposes — "No, not ye, who so 
anaiimisly ask!" But who then? lie declines any more defi- 
nite intimation, and adheres to His first word. St Matthew's 
specific the same (o^Tot;) shall betray does not constrain us to 
suppose here a direct indication of the man, for it does not out- 
weigh the one of the Twelve in St Mark; this ohro^, rather, is 
spoken concerning that one in the same tone of lamentation and 
reproach as afterwards o avBpai'rro'i eKe'ivo<; — that man. One 
among yoti : — in this there has hcen from the beginning a con- 
trast with the remainder of the disciples, who were not so near 
and not in so confidential a relation. It is in correspondence 
mth the word of the Psalm, " as it was written," that the espe- 
cial nearness of ike Twelve is represented here as a. fellowship at 
the table; it further shows, according to the meaning of that 
Psalm, the greatness of the guiit in whidi this trusted one be- 
comes a traitor — thus preparing for the woe. Pinally, the form 
of the espression, which makes the dipping into the dish a spe- 
cific and most concrete designation, refers of course directly to 
the present paschal meal. For, the declaration would rmi thus; 
—That one of the Twelve (he will soon he revealed in his act*) 
who, like the other Eleven, has been My habitual companion at 
the table, and is so this day, who still for a while has the cha- 
racter of an Apostle, is still shameless and eats with Me (My 
bread), — embitters to Me this farewell feast, enforces from Me 
this complamt and condemnation, etc. Tijv xelpa — tlte hand 
— has the same most concrete vividness in St Matthew which 
the impious hand has in St Luke :— that hand which no protest 
of conscience could restrain. 

Did Judas at this moment dip his hand into the dish, and 
thus make the generally-proverbial word a specific sign for hirth- 
self? If that be supposed, it must also be assumed that the 
disciples did not remark or understand the significance of the 
act. In such a case, this word would occupy a middle position 
between the altogether general reference which preceded, and 
the specific sign given to John; and, further, it might be thought 
that this counection would show why Judas, thus partially 
marked out, asked also his question. But this coincidence of 
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the immediate act with tlie Lord's very general indication ap- 
pears to us altogether unimaginable ; tlie disciples' not perceiv- 
ing it (and they might be supposed to have instantly looked at 
the dish, under a misapprehension) being in the highest degree 
improbable.— The definite article before rpv^iov shows that 
there was not more than one dish at the table.'' 

Matt. xxvi. 24 ; Mark xiv. 21 , (Luke xxii. 22.) We must 
firmly hold that St Luke does not introduce ver. 21 suppleracn- 
tarily, thus placing it incorrectly in the midst of the words of 
the sacramental institution ; and it further seems probable to us 
that ver. 22 also was (in its simple reference to the contrast of 
the Divine counsel and human guilt) thus repeated. Yet we 
admit that the historically correct " Jiitt, behold" may have led 
to the introduction of ver. 22 as related to it ; and the expres- 
sion being the same (in all but one word) we shall include it m 
the text here.— How Judas comes against Jesus, and Jesus en- 
dures His temptation, in it victoriously separating Himself from 
him— we see now exhibited before us in a sph-ituaily decisive 
and internal process, before the betrayal itself is accomplished 
as an external act. We may regard this conflict of Jesus with 
the traitor among the Twelve as a temptation m regard to Him- 
self; as even the beginning of the last, greater, and greatest 
temptation, in which His Passion consists. Now at the last 
Satan comes again to Him immediately, as in the desert; and 
even more directly near, though by the agency and in the form 
of man, his instrument. And here in Judas the sin of men is 
concentrated, or rather he is the concentrated man of sm; and 
in this, that He has to do with such an one, we mark the great- 
est temptation to the Holy One of God to depart from the rigo- 
rously-defined path of His holiness. But the patient Endurer, 
when He suffers thU, is only bruised on the heel by the heel of 
this Satan-man lifted np against Him; over him who would 
tread Him under his feet in his impious course, the self-sacrific- 
ing Kedeemer remains exalted in His unbroken victory. How 

1 Hence we cannot accept Bengel's strange view, that there wm a 
nearer circle around tte Lord, within the Twelve. (Judas opposite, as 
Peter and John one on each side ? But this does not suit the manner m 
which they reclined.) Bengel (not in the Gnomon, hut in the Germ. N.T.) 
thinks that " this at once esonerated a Urge proportion of the Twelve." 
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this was consummated in the second c irfiict of this evening, we 
have seen already in Jno. xiii. 27 ; we now see it here the first 
time. That is, Jesus abides exalted above Judas not immediately 
as .God, but in that emptied relation as the Son of man, in 
which He was capable of temptation ; He is and abides, in 
opposition to this man of sin, the faithful man in God, and 
recedes not from God^s purpose, righteousness, and hve. Thus 
we seize the three critical points of this utterance, and now pro- 
ceed to exhibit them more clearly. 

First : Jcsns remains exalted in tlie purpose and will of God 
above the wicked purpose and will of Judas ; for He can, in His 
perfect and sure obedience, subordinate the suffering of this lot 
to the providential arrangements of His God and Father. He 
holds to the as it is written, or, as St Luke says afterwards, was 
determined; for prophecy and predetermination are here one. 
The whole counsel of God is laid down in the Scripture ; the 
plan of the history of the kingdom and the world, which shall 
stand fast in spite of the counsel of the heathen and the devices 
of the people. Ps, xxsiii. 10, 11. Be/ore God, in the book of 
His mutually-interacting onmiscience and almiglitiness, all is 
written, down to the hair of the head which falleth not without 
Him : — but who knoweth the individual secret thoughts of His 
heart, before they are made manifest in act and history ? For 
MS it was enough, that that had been before annoimced in pro- 
phecy, which we must regard as the firm centre of ail — the plan 
of redemption in Christ. In this " The Son of man goetit !" are 
wrapped up all those thoughts of peace and not of evil which 
the Most High has thought toward the children of men, to bring 
the good end which was expected by all who in the longing of 
penitence and faith waited for it. Jer. xxis. 11. Hence all 
the m^n crises of that wonder of all wonders, of the redeeming 
passion of Christ, were written down before ; and the event 
signified by this emphatic os — the betrayal by one of His most 
intimate chosen ones — must have been recorded too, because 
and as it was ordained ; and here also applies what the faith of 
the disciples, Acts ii. 23, iv. 28, could profoundly express. 
Nothing can break or disturb this predetermined counsel of 
Gfld ; all hell, and its power in humanity, is impotent agsunst it, 
even as the desperate malice of Judas fails to disturb the repose 
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and confidence of our Lori. He abides sublimely elevated above 
bis evil will, for He submits to liis permitted deed as obedient to 
the good will of God, and goes on His plainly marked out way. 
Certainly, this is contained in the expression v-n-dyei, goeth, 
which here primarily indicates the process of death as such, just 
as in St John's discourses it comprehends the going through 
death to the Father. Expositors usually content themselves 
with making it only the separation from the body, departure 
from this life, as ?iSn e.g. Gen. xv. 2 ; Josh, xxiii. 14; Ps. xxxix. 14 
(Sept. never vTrdyeiv) — but the inner meaning and connection 
constrains us here, as almost always in St John's inropfeiv, to 
include a voluntary submission in the independent, obedient, 
going this way of death.^ St Luke's ■jropeuerat for goeth is 
under the same condition; indeed, we might compare Jno. siv. 2, 
28 (where the iropeveaOat is distinguished from the mere going 
away by the blessed end of the way which is marked out) and 
interpret it more emphatically :— The Son of man goeth His ap- 
pointed, sure, and blessed way ; He fuWUeth His course, comp. 
Lu. xiii. 33. This is so intimately connected with the matter itself, 
that it must approve its correctness.—" It must be so, because it 
is written ; not that this lays Me under constraint, I yield Myself 
voluntarily and confidently to the counsel of God." Thus the 
holy resolution of Jesus' obedience abides exalted above the 
■nalicious purpose of Judas, even while He does not withstand it. 
He knows that even this, like all evil, will be turned to good, and 
that thus will be effected the saving of the world. Indeed, that 
which God designs for good, Judas designs for simple evil ; but 
the thoughts of God remain firm and will have their course. 
Even this most terrific delinquency must serve the aecompHsh- 
meut of the eternal purpose of love, even when it is afterwards 
carried out to its accomphshment :^ust as even now the word 
concerning the traitor was turned into a blessing for the rest. 
This is here in its centre the same mystery of the Divine govern- 
ment of all, which meets us a thousand times, a thousand times 
repeated, throughout its whole procedure. We cannot grasp the 
full meaning of what we say, when we speak of Providence ; but 
the sirapKcity of our faith in the living God in thus speaking is 
' la Josh xxiii. 14, and still more plainly, 1 Kings ii. 2, something of 
the same self-devotement is involved. 
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amply justified. But that tlie holy Son of man thus simply 
subjects Himself to this Pro^'ideiice, when the gi'eatness of this 
devilish wickedness might bring the temptation to doubt whether 
this also could have been f oredetermined ^ — -is His fir^t victory. 
He does not for one moment think — Can it be that I shall 
suffer this from such an abandoned apostate ? but abides in firm 
faith in the purpose of God, and in the obedience of this faith. 
And here serves Him the prop of Scripture ; for all that was 
written of Him was also written for Him, to be the light of His 
feetj the lamp and justification of His way. AVe do no more 
now than point once more— after having spoken of it at large 
upon Jno. xiii. 18, and x^ii. 12 — to Christ's own exegesis, which 
finds the treachery of Judas in the Old Testament, and which 
no scientific criticism of our day can invalidate. 

It is right before God that this should be ; but not the less 
right before God that the wicked purpose should bear its guilt. 
Consequently, in the second place, Jesus abides also exalted in 
■ Gods righteousness above the imputed, retained, and abiding guilt 
of Judas. The transition to this thought cannot be better ex- 
pressed than it is in the Hirschberg Bible : " However patiently 
I suffer this, however httle God will hinder it, however certainly 
it was foreseen and foreannounced that I should be betrayed by 
My own disciple, — yet, notwithstanding, fearful is the temporal 
and eternal -woe which will fall upon him. It was not the fore- 
announcement which caused him to commit this damning sin ; 
but his own voluntaiy malignity, foreseen only by the all- 
knowing God, has driven him to this heart-breaking crime." A 
second temptation for the Son of man lay in this: He might have 
yielded— in opposition to the righteousness of God — to the false 
pity which should mourn over and excuse the "unhappy Judas," 
as being appointed to be the instrument of such a destiny. Into 
this temptation we, who know better, arc still apt to fall: — not 
so the Lord, who abides firm in the testimony of the truth ; and, 
even when He is in the deepest subjection to the most malignant 
wickedness, forgets not for a moment His position as the Judge 
over all evil and evil-doers. 

Woe to that man I When the Lord thus calls him a man, He 
points once more, as we have said, to the general sin of man- 
kind — which in this man of sin has only reached its full con- 
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summation; but the emphatic and exclusive eKelvea—that man 
— points to the individual character of this tremendous sin and 
guilt. By whom the Son of man is betrayed — such juxtaposition 
with such a man is the deepest humiliation of this name ; what 
inexpressible condescension, to allow that He belongs to one 
humanity with this Judas, as one of us. We might be misled 
into regarding this as a mitigation of his guilt, as Judas did not 
after all do violence to and sin against the known Lord of Glory ; 
but a profounder consideration will preserve us from that error, 
and leave the iBoe in all its rigour. There is ample independent 
reason why our Lord should here throughout call Himself the 
Son of man ; hut that Judas was not essentially ignorant as to 
the Divine dignity of His Master, and therefore did not as it 
were excusably sin, must he deduced from the irremediable 
doom of damnation which Is so strongly pronounced upon him. 
The Lord does not say, Woe unto men, all sinners, by whose 
hand and counsel I must suffer and be crucified ! But He makes 
this man prominent, who betrayed Him to otliers, for special 
judgment. Again, He cannot now say- — Woe to that one of the 
Twelve, or to that Apostle who has betrayed his Lord and Master ! 
It is, however, still more rigorous when He brings to mind that 
he who had thus become a devil — Is a man ; for, his sin at the 
same time in another sense transcends the measure of ordinary 
human sin. He was bom as man, that is, as no more than sin- 
ful man ; sinful. Indeed, but susceptible of truth and love, and 
therefore of salvation. But now he has become Incapable of 
salvation, in direct opposition to truth and love itself.^ This 
solitary woe denounced upon one only head, in the profonndest 
patience, the subllmest tranquillity, the keenest grief, has a far 
heavier weight, consequently, than the other "woes" which had 
issued from the same lips ; heavier than that of the seven-and 
oight-fold woes denounced upon the Scribes and Pharisees, which 

' Thus we find, and we trust rigttly, a different sense in the a.sSiia'aD; 
here, from that which Krmnmacher finds, who regards it as involving " a 
rejectihg tone" — "Judas has nothing more to do 'with the Redeemer! 
Jesus has no other name for him than the alien and cold one — thatman!" 
We think of such parages as Matt. xii. 12 ; Mark ii. 27 ; Lu. ix. 56, and 
ask in wonder. How can the naine " man" he, in the lips of the Son of man 
and man's Savioiu", a term of rejection and alienation ? 
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however were dictated by the wrath of love; heavier even than 
the "woe to tJiat man" by the side of "woe to the world," Matt, 
xviii. 7 (where, moreover, there is as here a necessity for it wliich 
does not remove the guilt). 

For concerning this Judas alone the lips of truth say— It 
had been good for that man if he had never been horn ! Here 
Krummacher observes truly : " This inscription placed over the 
grave of His unhappy disciple by the Lord Himself is the most 
fearful and affrighting utterance of the whole Bible." This 
word, taken in its literal rigour, closes eternally the door of 
hope ; it precludes all thought of an ultimate salvation, for if 
there might be a restoration of his soul in the distant revolu- 
tions of ages, it would be better for him to have been born : — 
this is so obvious, and has been so deeply felt from the begin- 
ning, that we need not spend many words in establishing it, 
The best argument for the irrevocableness of this sentence is 
found in the contrivances resorted to for its evasion : for in- 
stance. It had been better for the Son of man if Judas had 
never been bom ! This construction, however plausible it may 
seem according to the letter, is in the highest degree artificial, 
and therefore to be rejected. It has seemed that leakov ^v 
aiiT^ must he referred still to Christ, as the vrept avrov before ; 
partly, because the Son of man immediately precedes, partly 
becanse the conclusion with that man seems to bring in a new 
subject. But thife gives to the words a tone of self-seeking and 
weak lamentation which is utterly unwortliy of Jesus, and never 
heard elsewhere; and which is, moreover, so entirely unsuitable 
to this place, that on that account, and in spite of grammatical 
appearances, there have been few who have ever hesitated to 
admit that this sentence must be the development and explana- 
tion of the woe previously uttered. We repeat what we said 
on another occasion : " Such an exposition we can never assent 
to, because it involves such a direct contrast with the previous 
submission to Hie counsel of God as is quite out of the question ; 
still more, because — to our feeling at least — the utterance of a 
woe against His enemy because he had wrought Him harm is 
at this sacred crisis altogether unworthy of our Lord ; while, 
on the other hand, it was worthy of Him that He should feel 
sorrow for the destruction of that enemy, who had wilfully 
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plunged himself into niin."^ But we now strengthen those 
two feehle expressions, and maintain that it mu3t he the feeling 
of every man who is not bent upon doing violence to his feel- 
ing, that such an exposition altogether deranges the true sense 
of the passage, aud the entire relation of Jesus to Judas ; that 
it is altogether contrary to the whole mind of our Lord gene- 
rally, and at this conjuncture especially, when His sublime ele- 
vation above Judas must be manifested, that He should lower 
Himself so far as to make such a lamentation over His own lot. 
We cannot understand how any man can tolerate the idea of 
such a thought in Jesus' spirit, of such a word on Jesus' lips, 
as— -"Had not Judas been bom, it would /oj- Ms have been 
better^' For does not this border on that want of resignation 
to the destiny of life, which in man has said — Would that I had 
not been born \ ! And here too, at the table of the Supper, 
after the serene self-sacrificing words — ^The Son of man goeth, 
as it is written ! — The reference of the avroi to the more distant 
subject, instead of the more immediate, is sufficiently explained 
by this, that this man is the main object of the whole utterance, 
the oStw manifestly being only a repeated exea^a;^ and tlie 
same holds good for the explanation of the repeated Hiat man 
which is thereby emphatieally connected with the been bom. 
Glassius observes that this repetition of the subject is according 
to the emphasis of the Hebrew, ilK'3ii nSDin?, ad augendam de- 
clarationem ; appealing to several Old-Testament passages (Gen. 
ii. 19j sjii. 16 ; Ex. vii. 2, xxxv. 5 ; Josh. i. 2 ; Jer, xxxvii. 8 ; 
2 Sam. vi. 4), and in the New Testament to Matt. xxvi. 24, 
and 2 Cor. iv. 3, 4 {h oI^—t&v a-n-i<rnop). This emphasis in 
the indication of this man is a sufficient reason for the expres- 
sion, is in fact the main thing in it; but with this may be con- 
nected what Bengel iinds in the first eKeiv^ — illi, de quo ipso 
etiam scriptum est? 

' Lange : " He mourns over the eternify of this man ; so much so that 
He forgets the sorrow which he had wrought for Himself." 

^ Sot, therefore, according to a mediating exposition : It would he 
better to the Son. of man; I should much rather that this unhappy man 
had never beeu bom ! The Lord expressly speaks not of Himself at all ; 
hut only of the condemnation of this mau. 

' On the other hand, we cannot admit what Bengel has said upon the 
second €iis man — videri posrit praidicatum. He corrects this videripossU 
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Thus it remains that the Lord testifies — "It would have 
been better for .Tudas never to have been bom." But tliat is 
not in His lips a soft and sentimental expression concerning the 
traitor, any more than it is a mere sentimental lamentation over 
Himself. Nor is its force to be evaded or explained away by de- 
creeing that it is only a proverbial saying ; for Jesus has no mere 
"manner of speech" in what He says, and if He uses proverbs He 
uses them as truth. It is primarily a prophecy :^It wilt befall 
this man to wish that he coidd undo his birth and annihilate his 
own existence. Lu. xxiii. 29, 30 ; Ecclus. xxiii. 14 (ical SeXi}^^^ 
el fiy iyeiv^dT/';). But that which is here predicted is very dif 
f erent from the anguish and transitory despondency which made 
Job and Jeremiah curse the day of their birth; for, the em- 
phasis rests upon this, that Jesus does not merely predict a 
desire of Judas, but Himself by anticipation confirms and vtters 
this KoKov ^v — it were better. 

Here, consequently, we have in the second clause of this 
utterance the second mystery of the Divine government, as it 
appears central in the centre of that government: — the Divine 
counsel, which orders all things beforehand, is not disturbed by 
the wicked purpose which arises ; so also God's justice, which 
condemns the sinner, is not invaded or neutralised by the per- 
missive appointment. All that which comes to pass stands under 
and depends upon the will of God. The energies of nature, 
without will and without organic power of their own, work all, 
down to the slightest, only according to the will of the Creator, 
immanent in His own creation. But in the personal creature 
invested with free wiD, in humanity, we must carefully distin- 
guish between occurrence and act, between e^ect and leilL 
Whatever comes to pass, as far as it is event and result, belongs 
to the Divine direction, in which the Lord turns the thoughts 
of the people to such and snch results, as His own thoughts 

by another subtile remark (probably too subtile) — i/fe, appellatioj'am ut re- 
moii. But Lange asserts that we must translate — Better that he had not 
been bom as that man. This, however, is dangerous ; since Judas would 
then, appear to have been bom the wretch he was, and his individual pro- 
gTMsive guilt -would be carried back to his birth. Instead of laying upon 
his own head his guilt, it would ^sume a predestination tu it in the mys- 
terious coimael which decided his destiny. 
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will. Thus all must serve God ; and thus Judas, who least of 
al! understood the Divine purpose of redemption, Is an eminent 
instrument in its accomplishment ; a man, by means of whom 
something takes place which was to take place, and as it was to 
take place. His purpose, nevertheless, meant it very differently 
when he became the betrayer of Jesus ; and this bis act as such 
falls therefore as certainly under the Divine imputation as the 
event falls under the arrangements of Divine providence. Here 
there is no room for excuse through predestination in the pre- 
science. The event is so certainly defined, appointed, and inter- 
woven with the great plan as subserving tlie great counsel of 
salvation (an wpKr/tewc), that the betrayal of Judas as an ac- 
complished fact is already the foundation on which the sacra- 
mental institution is based.^ But, at the same time, as an act 
this betrayal was so certainly voluntary, and independent of the 
will of God, that its guilt rests upon this man — certainly not 
bom or created for damnation — unto eternal ruin. Ten thou- 
sand times does this interweaving of Divine foresight and the 
imputation of guilt, this combination of necessity and freedom, 
the one not affecting the other, recur in history ; indeed, the 
providential government of the world is the perpetual exhibition 
of this deep mystery. 

And now, what is the ffuilt in which this traitor has involved 
himself? Most assuredly, he sinned as man against the Son of 
man ; and without that dogmatic knowledge of His being the 
Son of God which the Spirit afterwards gave ; but this does 
not affect the' question, for crime may be committed against 
God in man, with the same opposition to the truth which those 
manifested who crucified to themselves the Son of God afresh 
and put Him to shame. (Heb. vi. 6.) God in man had been 
so near and manifest to him in the person of this Son of man, 
that he cannot be regarded as having done evil only against the 
Son of man ; that which' the Lord says generally concerning 
the Jews in Jno. xv. 22-25 applies to him as an Apostle in the 
highest degree. He resisted the truth as a hypocrite ; love only 
hardened him ; from a chosen and trusted one he had become a 
traitor, and delivered his Lord and Master over to the e 

' And probablj the reason why our Lord in Luke xiii. 21 returns tt 
during the Supper, and tcsliBed that his gnilt remained. 
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who sought His death — for that miserable earnest-money I He 
can hear the woe with which redeeming love bewails him, and 
yet daringly ask— /s it I? He can eat and drink that which the 
Lord presents as His body and blood for the forgiveness of sins 
—and then go away to accomplish his determined sin, to do, as 
the Lord had said, what he wills to do. Woe to that man^hs 
was born a man, but he has ceased to be one, and has become a 
devil. His sin— that of man against man— is nevertheless in 
its kernel a participation in the presumptuous impiety of Satan 
against God. For, in the holiness of the God-man there was 
nothing which might furnish excuse, as in the case of man's 
sinning against sinful man;' his hatred of love thereby passes 
over the human limit into the de\-ihsh. ' He would betray his 
Lord, but he betrayed and sold himself to hell. In him Satan 
had his first victory over the power of the love of God in Christ; 
and the saying of Eom, v. 20 is reversed by a fearful exception 
to the rule — "Where grace was mighty, sin became mightier 
still. It avails not to apologise for him by referring to the de- 
lusion of his covetousness, as the handle by which Satan made 
him his instrument ; the real handle was in the depth of his 
wicked heart. Nor does it affect tlie case, if it is supposed that 
Judas did not really expect the condemnation and death of 
Jesus — -that would make his daring mockery of the person of 
the Holy One only the more wicked, and complicate still further 
the many-sided falseness of his iniquity. After all, the Lord's 
woe denounced upon Judas, such as we have it before our eyes, 
is decisive evidence of the abysmal wickedness of his mind and 
action, for with that alonewould such a judgment accord. He 
assuredly is the only one who received his sentence in person 
before the last day ; who was given over to destruction before 
the presentation of that sin-offering which saves so many from 
destruction. • 

It had been better to him never to have been bom— to this 
man ! Note that the Lord does not say simply — It had boon 
better. For, that would imply— before God better; and would 
border on that forbidden question, which invades the region of 
unexplained mystery — Why then did God permit him to be 
' Wiich he himself aftenvards testified in shrinking and partial exptes- 
sion, tliough plainly enough, Matt, xxvii. i. 



dbjGoogle 



62 riRST ALLUSION TO THE TEAITOE- 

bom ? For the same reason, to obviate any semblance of im- 
putation on the original punty and guiltlessness of all creation, 
lie cannot say— Better never to have been created. Mai-k, 
further, it is not^Better that he should be annihUated ;' for 
while the annihilation of an intelligent creature is abstractly 
possible to omnipotence, so that it may bo regarded as a possi- 
bility for the lost, yet on the other hand it is impossible accord- 
ing to justice. Therefore the Lord's word avoids all liability to 
such application, and confirms in the avr^ the eternal continu- 
ance of this condemned one, to whom it would be better never 
to have been. It would he, that is to Mm, as he will feel and 
wish eternally;— thus mourns His love, but goes no further. 
And His righteousness proclaims — He was bom, and has become 
what he has become, through his own guilt ! Let dogmatics 
and speculation see to it how they deal with this utterance which 
exegesis hands over to them. There are but two hints in addi- 
tion which we have to ^ve. The one is thus expressed by the 
Berl. Bible : " We mast distinguish between God's worh, our 
own, and the devil's. Neither of these affects the other — how- 
ever much they interpenetrate each other— neither abolishes 
the othei^s full significance." The other is this: Mark how 
even the redeeming power of the blood of Christ finds its limit 
where the Satanic domain begins and penetrates the human ; 
and that there is an actual abyss, on the edge of which all 
sinners walk, the end of that which had its beginning in the 
Fall, and into which all those must fall who give no entrance 
to redeeming grace. 

But is this judgment of the Lord upon Judas — with all the 
majestic calmness of the eternal righteousness of God in which 
it is spoken, and in His humanity, according to the love of God 
incarnate in Him — a cold and rigorous judgment of a con- 
demned enemy, bereft of all sympathy and feeling?. Far he itl 
Rather is it the most affecting and melting lamentation of love, 
which feels the woe as much as holiness re(juires or will admit. 
Therefore, in the third place, Jesus abides also exalted in the 
love of God over Judas' eternal ndn. If the second temptation, 
after the victory in the first (that is, after the self-devotion to 
God's will), would lead the Lord to a weak and excusing sentence, 
in misapprehension of the Divuie counsel, and thus to a false 
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love — SO now the third temptation, -after the second victory, 
would lead Him to a sevefely-rejecting condemnation, in misap- 
prehension of the Divine righteousness, and as if it was divested 
of all love — and thus to false justice. From the time when 
Jesus chose this lost one, with the design to expend upon Mm 
the strength of His goodness, patience, and long-suffering, if 
he might be saved from the darkness that threatened him, down 
to the heart-piercing appeal at the Idss in Gethsemane — from 
the beginning to the end He had loved him, for the Father's 
sake and in the Father's name, who would have none to perish 
who liave ever been born. If He who gives Himself to us in 
Christ as a Father is still, m the midst of redeemmg grace, the 
Kighteous Father (Jno. xvii. 25), so also His righteousness, 
wliich must let the deserved Woe have its full course, is inse- 
parable from love ; but this Father-love of God manifests itself 
in its human immeasurable condescension ui the Son of man, 
who is the Son of God. In Him it gives its abundant witness 
that God willeth not the death of a sinner ; and with all the 
more love, in proportion as the sin more wickedly resists. As 
the sin of men is Christ's grief generally, so specifically is the 
unlimited sin of the traitor here, and his consequent unbounded 
condemnation, and, further, the necessity that lie should testify 
of it : — the woe pronounced upon this man becomes the personal 
grief of His own High-priestly heart as the Son of man ; and 
"this man is a sorrow to Him, back to his very birth"— (as 
Lange beautifully says). Yes, verily, this is the inmost meaning 
of the last lamentation, in which we hear the last cry of a love 
which goes in sympathy with the lost one to the extremest 
limits of mercy, where he must be abandoned for ever. It 
would be better to him—ak that — it were other than it is ! The 
Lord thus speaks because He has already entered within the 
range of the sacred Passion ; and because it is now needful for 
the fulfilment of the Divine counsel, tliat in this last hea-vy 
temptation to invade prematurely the wrath of judgment, He 
should assert in its purity and integrity the power of forbearing 
love.' And He has asserted it here, in a manner so recon- 
' This most witica] point in this crisis of temptation is overlooked by 
Lange, He speaks of a sinking back into the Old-Testament and legal 
wrath ot zeal, and so forth— but this formed no element in the present 
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ciling (according to every sense of the term), against and upon 
Judas, that every heart of His true disciples which might 
stumble at the eternal condemnation of the lost, must be 
strengthened and comforted by this original lamentation over it 
poured out by the Son of God. 

But at this fundamental crisis is fore-shadowed what will and 
must recur in the history and final consummation of His Church. 
When that second man of sin, potentiated into a whole race, 
when Antichrist and his hosts confront the final Church of the 
saints, whose victory must be patience and faith, Christ's people 
will have notlung to do but follow the example of their Head 
and Captain — to abide patiently obedient, resting on the as- 
siu'ance that it was so written and appointed ; to maintjuu the 
testimony of truth and righteousness to the damnation of the 
ungodly ; but while doing so, to hold fast their love down to the 
final limit of God's patience, until the day of His wrath shall 
come. " Fury is not in me !" So, acconing to Isa. xsvii. 4, 
speaks God's vineyard, without a hedge of briars and thorns, to 
its enemies. " Fury is not in Me !" So spake Jesus, now at 
the first, the living Vine, the root and stem of the Church. 
Thus did He endure, condemn, bewail, but not show wrath ; in 
order that we may see in Him, the Son of man, how the love of 
God glories even against wrath, and even in judgment has its 
victory. 

Matt. sxvi. 25. The word which we have already heard, 
though a cry of lamentation, might be regarded as a fearful 
word, on account of the ohject of its lamenting love — " Better 
never to have been bom;" but this third word Thou sayest it '., 
spoken to the traitor himself, may be regarded as simply sub- 
limely-awful. St Matthew alone has preserved this, thus ap- 
proving himself like St John an eye-witness ; and in regard to 
this low-uttered colloquy, more observing, so to speak, than he. 
For, when Jno. xiii. 28 records that no man at the table knew 
the meaning of the later and last word to Judas, it is obvious 
that, as he excepts himself, so we may except Matthew too; — 
or it remains to suppose that John alone observed this prior 

temptatiou of ChriBt. The otherwise justifiable iBralh, which as tlve meek 
Sufferer He must now avoid, was maniftstly in the future of His judicial 
office,- not in the Old-Teatameiit past. 
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word to Judas, and afterward communicated it to the Apostles. 
We leave all this to the free judgment of the reader for adjast- 
ment ; only stipulating tliat the trustworthiness of each evan- 
gelical narrative must be held unimpeachable.^ For our own 
part, we repose confidently upon the absolute independence of 
the first Gospel; and regard, it as in the highest degree probable 
that St Matthew himself observed and heard what in ver. 25 he 
records to us with the same simplicity of an eye-witness which 
reigns eveiywhere else. 

There lias been found wanting in St Mark sbme lunt as to 
the way in which Judas received this word of Jesus;^ for the 
traitor cannot be included in ver. 19, on account of the being 
sorrowful. The reason is that he did not record what was not 
certainly known to him. But St Matthew gives us a brief but 
most pregnant intimation of the proud daring of the miserable 
man. The Is it I? ol the others did not humble or agitate 
him, save that he had no spirit to join with them — last trace of 
a fear and concernment which was soon utterly to vanish. The 
terrific woe which now followed without restraint, sounds into 
bis deaf ears without making any impression, or producing any 
terror. He remained cold and immovable, blind, deaf, and feel- 
ingless in his cherished purpose ; or, rather, if we may dare to 
say so, strengthened in it by the decisive prediction of its ac- 
complishment ; — insensible to the thunders of judgment im- 
pending in the woe, and to the mercy which shone upon the 
cloud in the lamenting "better would it he to Mm!" "He 
breathed nothing but self though surrounded by the atmosphere 
of eternal love " (Lossel). Just as if he had not heard the 
sentence of woe, he acts as if it had never been spoken ; and 
adds to the rest, with fearful desperation concealed under the 
perfection of liypocrisy, his own delayed Is it I? Ebrard's solu- 
tion seems to us altogether wrong; for he regards Judas as 

' Neander forgets this when (notwithstanding the sop reached to him) 
he regards the hw question of Judaa as an impOBaibility, on account of his 
distance ; and thea allowa himself to say : " This is prohablj- a foreign 
(that is, imtnie) particular, the origin of which is explained by the true 
representation in St John." 

= Although it is he who distinctively teatiflcs— And they, the Twehe, 
drank all of the cup ! 
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simply lying, and saying by- the tone of his question — "I can- 
not he the pei-son meant." The only correct e^lanation is, that 
he puts his question as much as possible Uke that of the others ; 
a question which he had so asked as to wait for no as the answer, 
could scarcely have been answered by the affirmative, Thou hast 
said. The others are all still absorbed in thought, pondering 
the hard meaning of the word of Jesus just spoken ; on that 
account they do not observe the question which Judas takes that 
opportunity of pronouncing half -aloud. He intended it to be, 
as we have said, hke thehs ; but there is a difference which is 
hardly accidental. The others uttered in most humble submis- 
sion the name KApte, Lord, which was the answer to their own 
question : — that word does not pass the traitor's lips, but in- 
stead of it he uses the cold and ceremonious "Pa^^i} 

Let us mark well the contrast between these two, and feel 
as far as we may the wilfrf presumption of this question 1 In 
any other saint among the children of men it would have pro- 
voked only anger— a we may with reverence institute any such 
comparison. But no temptation to wrath, at other times most 
holy and right even in Him, but now forbidden, finds access to 
the soul of Jesus. How can we iraa^ne it possible that any- 
thing—that even he, whose everlastmg punishment He now 
bewails — could move Him from the triumphant elevation of 
His thought and feeling? His answer to this question is like a 
flash from the bright heaven ; but it is only the flash of absolute 
truth, uttCTed as the reply of silent majesty, and without the 
thiuider of threatening or invective.^ The Lord's wisdom of 
love still spares him by an answer as low m its love as his own; 
but the necessary, inevitable word is distinctly audible to him — 
Thou sayest it, or — Thou hast said it (thyself)! a form of aifir- 
mation similar to that afterwards used to Caiaphas, and at first 
meaning — Thou knowest it well, wherefore askest thou ? So 

T- Beugel remm-to ua that we never read of Judaa' calling Jeaus Lord. 
That is plain enough, aa it regards the Scripture ; but we can ea^y snp- 
pose him to hare said Lord to Him whom he kissed at the end. 

* His lore will and Hia truth must expressly answer such an Is it If as 
that of Judas, although it seems needless. To the Is it I? of the amaied 
guiltless ones wlio question their own innocence no answer is needful ; for, 
despite appearances, the question is its own answer. 
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again — Ah that thou hadst not asked! Ah that I had not to 
answer! Ah that thou wast not such \ and what else the myste- 
rioos emphasis of this word may evolve to thoughtful consider- 
ation. In such words as these definite exposition ceases, and 
pondering reflection most take Its place. Thus much we fm:ther 
indicate as its force to the feeling : " Thou knowest it, I also — 
Yea, I look throu^ thee, and canst thou still doubt it t Thou 
deceivest Me not — thou dost not mislead or move Me ! Thou 
dost not shake Me from My submission to the decreed purpose 
of God ; thon dost not make Me waver in My righteous con- 
demnation of thy sin— but neither dost thou move Me from My 
l^e — for thou mayest not and shall not even distorb My re- 
pose 1" The Tkou which is directly given back intimates what 
is more strongly sxpressed afterwards in St John's tvhat thou 
doeet : — Thou wiliest it, and thy will, which hurries thee to ruin, 
and, eseeuted on Me, will subserve redemption, will neither by 
Me nor My Father be resisted. (Habeas UU — but in a tone 
more mournful than upbraiding.) 

Woe, woe to the man, who thus questions the Lord, and 
must receive this answer ! Such is the application with which 
the Spirit interlines the text, as it were, for every reader. 

After this interchange of these two words, which condense 
into one moment the awful collision between heaven and heU, 
we must suppose a, short pause to have ensued — a patise of 
anxious silence or profound pondering whOe the paaihal meal 
proceeds. And as they were eating — is St Matthew's new 
commencement; and all the three Evangelists introduce now 
the institution of the Sacrament. And to it, in dl its immea- 
surable importance and inexhaustible depth of meaning, -we now 
turn our attention. 



iwsrrTUTiow of the loed s supper. 

(Matt. xxvi. 26-28 ; Mar, siv. 22, 24; Lu. xxii. 19, 20; 
1 Cot. xi. 24, 25.) 

The importance of these words, which are heard from age to 
age amid the most solemn of all the services of the Church, con- 
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sists primarily in this, that they appoint and establish a Sacra- 
ment. The development of the idea expressed by this word mnst 
be resigned to dogmatic theology. We have only to observe, that 
this idea, and likewise the word which denotes it, belongs to the 
ecclesiastical development of doctrine, ajid is not foimd imme- 
diately in Scripture ; but that it must be classed, nevertheless, 
among those things which the living tradition of tlie Spirit in the 
Church presupposed and assumed from the beginning, and with- 
out the recognition of which no exposition of Scripture can fully 
accomplish its purpose. We go further, and maintain that tliis 
ecclesiastical idea {in the purest and most legitimate sense of the 
word) has its root in the Scripture, or may he deduced from it 
as a necessary consequence; and especially, that here at the 
instittttion of the Ijor^s Supper we are to seek its origin,. He 
who would ground dogmatic theology upon exposition, will not 
fail to exhibit the root of all sacramental doctruie in this historical 
event ; he who would, with a truly unprejudiced spirit, expound 
from the depth of the words, as well as of the, history with which 
they are connected, must nece^arily at the very threshold admit 
a proposition which wiU he a key to the interpretation, viz., that 
the Lord here contemplated just such a sacramental solemnity as 
His Church celebrates} 

It is very easy to hurry on with the observation that "the 
words of institution can contain no dogmatic mystery ; for Christ 
was not a man of mysteiies, and of dogmatic sentences." On 
the contrary, it is perfectly plain, that the Man who is in His 
own person the mystery of all mysteries speaks in the highest 
degi'ee mysteriously concerning the eating and drinking of His 
body and of His blood ; He connects with " Do this" in in- 
controvertible authority " This is," which necessarily exhibits a 
dogmatic ordinance as contained in the institution, and offered 
to our spiritual understanding for its development. Or, are we 
at once to assume that "This is" must be interpreted in such a 
manner as that no mystery or Sacrament shall arise out of it? 
But the very Person of Him who speaks forbids this, as wa 
have said ; so does the allusion to His doctrine in Jno. vi,, con- 

' And in this we flatly contradict the position of Lutz (Bibl. Dogm. 
S. 445), that the full sacramental idea appears in the K T. only in connec- 
tion with the doctrine of Baptism, and not with the dootriae of the Supper. 
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cemjng the eating and drinking of Himself; and finally and 
conclusively, Hie connection between this Institution and the Old- 
Testament Passover. 

Here as everywhere it is shown that the New Testament 
cannot be rightly or adequately understood, unless justice is done 
to its connection with and derivation from the Old Testament. 
We have seen more and more plainly in the introductory words 
what importance the Lord attached to the Israelite Passover, and 
by what degrees He prepared His disciples to understand that at 
this last celebration of it a new institution would take its place, 
which should introduce its full realisation. After He had already 
in the feet-washing excited tlie thoughts of the disciples to dis- 
cern in an external transaction a symbol of spiritual things, He 
speaks of His sufferings in such a manner as distinctly to indi- 
cate Himself to be the true Lamb, and then goes on at once to 
speak of a future fulfilment of the prophetic type. When in this 
connection He Himself appoints another external ceremony for 
His people during the intermediate time (after His departure, 
and until His return to their fellowship), it follows — if we 
contemplate the entire Scripture, without a regard to the whole 
of which there can be no exposition of its individual sayings— 
that this ceremony must correspond with that former typical 
transaction as its fulfilment, and bring the reality which was 
shadowed out in it : — the Do this, as well as This is My body, 
taking the place of the paschal ritual. For, in this way we arrive 
at the foundation of the ecclesiastical dogmatic idea of the Sacra- 
ment, which, though not literally expressed in Scripture, is cer- 
tainly scriptural as involved in the thing itself : — tliis external 
transaction, appointed by the Lord Himself for the New-Testa- 
ment Church, actually brings and communicates the grace and 
gift which was only promised in the mere rite of the Old Testa- 
ment. It is thus most obvious, at the outset, that the Lord in 
the Supper contemplated such a mystery ; and, proceeding from 
this, we discover the analogy of baptism likewise. 

Yes, verily : " In the secret silence of the little circle of His 
disciples the Eedeemer established an insignificant act which 
was to attain to a world-wide interest." This is saying but little. 
In ^ving a morsel of bread to these Twelve, and delivering to 
them tills farewell cup to drink— He regally appoints, and leaves 
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behind Him as a testament, a miracle of His power and love 
which should extend through all ages to the end of time ; the 
most gracious mystery of His internal union with His believing 
people, exhibited in a most open testimony thereof given to the 
world ; — ia short, all that we can say concerning the blessedness 
of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper. 

The Sacrament, in as far as it is an external transaction and 
has to do with eartJily elements, takes up into itself at first the 
prophetic type; for while that was ordained of God for the sake 
of its fulfilment) it could not otherwise cease than as continuing 
in a changed and glorified form, one however of a strictly corre- 
sponding character. Figure and similitude therefore must ob- 
vionsly be retained even in the idea of Sacrament ; for, it is 
through this that the connection between earthly and heavenly 
things is exhibited. The polemic theology which refused alto- 
gether to admit any signijicat in tlie interpretation of types, 
proved its folly, first, by renouncing the living progression and 
transition from the Old Testament into the New, and then by 
denying the fundamental principle xmderlying the Sacrament — 
the symbolical relation between nature and spirit which pervades 
the whole world, and the Scripture which interprets it to us. 
The ancient Church rightly termed the bread and wine in the 
Sacrament, <rvfi0dka, aVTiTmra, even rinrot, species. Cyril of 
Jerusalem, while he discerns in them the body and blood of 
Christ, finds them there only iv Tinrra ap-rov xal otvav, which 
must be interpreted in the sense of mera species into transub- 
stantiation. Calvin ia doubtless right in his position — "First, 
bread and wine are signs— which represent to us the invisible 
aiiment which we derive from the body and blood of Christ." 

But the distinctive point in the Sacrament, as in the New 
Testament generally, is this, that in and with the figure the 
reality also is given. It is a very improper confusion of language 
by which men such as Ebrard, going far beyond Zwingle, and 
even inconsistent Lutherans, speak of the " Saeraments" of the 
Old Covemant, which could have had no existence according to 
the true idea of this term. (Heb. x. l.) We have noyv the aignum 
efficax or more properly exMbitivum. A mere " prophesying," 
or symbolising, of that which was accomplished once for all is 
certainly foreign to the New Testament, and its external rites 
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appointed of God ; even as in tlie Old Testament there could 
be only ordinances symbolical of tlie future reality. The living, 
essential centre of the New-Covenant economy is the incarnate 
Person of Christ, the Eedeemer Himself ; the middlepoint of His 
redeeming work, again, is His death ; not, however, as death in 
itseJf, but as it is turned into life, and procures life for us. The 
fruit and the influence of this death which is our life, of this hfe 
which springs from death, is attained no otherwise than by the 
aelf-commuiiicaUon of the Lord to us, by which He who died for 
us implants Himself in us as living, or by which we partake of 
Him as our meat and drink. And, as far as our partaking of 
salvation comes through the hving, effectual presence of tlie whole 
glorified Christ, offered to the appropriation of simple faith, the 
Lord's Supper has a pre-eminent significance : giving a bodily 
presentation to the most spiritual truth, in harmony with the 
corporeity of the glorified Redeemer. It is the Sacrament of the 
New Testament sensu poHori ; and as such the true reaHsation 
of that paschal sacrifice which was similarly placed at the very 
head, or in the very centre, of the Old Testament ^ 

In the appointment of the Passmer we ha'ie the firat oidi- 
naiice for Israel before the giving of the Law , ind this annual 
festal commemoration of their calling, redemption, and paidon, 
was actually, as Bahr terms it, " Israel's birth-feast apd hfe- 
f east," In the solemn prediction of their Aeh\ erance, E\ ■( i , 
we read these words of declaration and promise : — "I, 'the Lord, 
I will bring you out — I will rid you out of their bondage — I 
will redeem you — I will take you to Me for a people, and be 
your God!" to which fourfold annunciation tlic four cups at 
the paschal meal were thought to have reference. Thus, tiie 
Lord had heai-d the groaning of the children of Israel, and re- 
membered His covenant ; but they heard Him not for anguish 
of spirit, so that Moses objected— Behold, they have not hear- 
kened unto me. Nevertheless, that came to pass which, the Lord 
had said ; but only in and through the faith pf Moses, whose 
faith contended for victory with Pharaoh's wrath, could the, 
whole of Israel be led forth:— -Israel finally heard this Moses, 
' Therefore, also, the first instituted. But not, according to tliat opi- 
nion, of Lindner, which has pasaeS away without leaying any trace, that it 
was to be received before Baptism ! 
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kept the Passover at his command,* and thus was saved. But 
Moses was in this partly the type of the trae Author and 
Finisher of our faith ; partly, according to Heb. iii. 5, a witness 
and prophet of those things which were to be spoken after, ^ as 
fulfilment in the New Testament. But to what did he ^ve 
testimony in the appointment of that first law for Israel, which 
at the same time contained the first and most comprehensive 
prophetic tjpet The Lord saves, spares, and accepts Israel; 
but, because Israel like Egypt had fallen into peril of the De- 
stroyer, save! them only through hhod, the blood of the slaugh- 
tered lamb. Thus we have here.the first legal sacrifice in that 
special Divine economy which then had its commencement ; and 
this lamb is the most general representative of all the sacrificial 
victims which were afterwards slain. The sacred text speafes of 
it so often, not only by the (ambiguous) verb R3T, but under the 
express name of n3t {e.g. Ex. xii. 27 at the outset), that it ought 
to have been scarcely necessary for Kurtz to point to it, in oppo- 
sition to the embarrassed Lutheran polemics of a former time. 
But it is not (as Kurtz thoughtlessly says) to be specifically 
classed among the Q'oJ^nar or thank-offerings ; it is at the same 
time, primarily rather, a true sinroffering or expmtory sacri- 
fice : — in fact, it embraces the two species of ofltering in one, in 
harmony with its fundamental character. The predominant 
view, which denies this, is certainly incorrect, though it is ex- 
pressed with the utmost confidence, as for example by Lindner : 
" We now freely admit that the paschal lamb was no expiatory 
sacrifice." Ebrard, on the other hand, says, " The Israelites 
generally obtained aright to the covenant of grace, in circumci- 
sion ; the Passover pointed to that which was the true character 
of the covenant of grace and salvation — an atonement for actual 
deatlt^eserving sin." The irpoTyyai'; tov atfiaro'i — the spnn^ 
kling of Sfood— which belonged essentially to the Passover, is 
illustrated by the sprinkling with hyssop (Pa. fi. 7), as puri- 
fying from sin ; hence Aben-Esra, for example, calls this blood 
simply a 1B3, 

We agree with Baumgarten upon Ex. xii. 13 : " It is a false 
spiritualism, which Bahr should not have concurred in, when 

' See Heb. si. 27, and our exposition in tJie Hebratrbrief. 
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BocKart says that this sign was not given to God, but to the 
Hebrews, tiiat they might be certified by it of their liberation. 
For the sign is properly for him who sees it and acts accord- 
ingly; but Jehovah seeth the blood, as He Himself says, and 
not the Israelites, who sit in their houses." And when I see the 
blood, I will pass over you — -in which words, as in all which 
pertain to this matter, it is plain that the paschal lamb had the 
virtue of a propitiatory sacrifice, with the same typical reference 
to a real, objective propitiation, valid before God as the gromid 
of redemption, which is exhibited in various ways throughout 
the whole of the Levitical economy.^ Hence, and moreover, 
the wisdom of God shadowed forth in this paschal lamb many 
other things which had their realisation in Christ.^ We may 
mention the prohibition to break the bones, and Jno. xix. 36 — 
these things were done that the Scriptures should be fulfilled; and 
the separation of the lamb on the tenth day of the month, in 
preparation for the fourteenth, as Jesus on that day entered into 
Jerusalem as ivrcupiaa^eii, for His burial — and so forth.^ 

Suffice it, that the paschal meal, and the whole Passover- 

1 Hengsteuberg'B views in the first edition of the Christology were erro- 
neous, but he has since corrected them. OlslianseD, on tho other hand, 
properly maintains— that " the idea of substitaiion was evidently involved 
in the sprinkling of the blood upon the posts of the Israelites' dwellings, in 
order that the destroying angel might pass over, Ei. sii. 7. Hence it pos- 
seted a specific character entirely its own. That wMch was proper to the 
expiatory offering, and that which was proper to the thank-ofiering, alike 
entered in(» it ; and it was this which made it so impressive a type of 
Christ's sacrifice. — The paschal lamb, as the Jirsl offering enjoined of God, 
combined in itself, as the germ of ail the others, their collective peculiari- 
ties." This is better than what Lange says : " The proper Passover aa a 
feast of thank-offering points back to a propitiation already accomplished, in 
which the an-offering and the thank-offering were already presented." In 
this all-embracing type they ate of the same lamb which was at once a sin- 
offering and a thank-offering. 

= Concerning which Eau, the opponent of all Typology, thus expressed 
himself : " I must confess that the evidence for the reality of this type had 
to my mind more plausibility than tie evidence for any other. It made me, 
in fact, pause for a long time." 

' See Bengel's Ordo temporum, ed. ii. p. 228. We do not shrink from 
continuing, with Meyer's Typik— " Yea, as the great sacrifice was separated 
from the foundation of the world, so was He offered in death at the end of 
the fourth day of the world's history." 
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feast which began with it, had a very deep and full prophetic 
meaning, which no one isolated point, extracted out of it, 
exhausts. It was not merely a " type of tho gathering out of 
Christ's Church from the Gentiles and Jews ;" but the whole 
feast had a very significant doable character, derived from the 
connection between the sin and thank-offering which we have 
traced in it ; its two ciiaracteristics being interchangeable, the 
one passing into the other. The remembrance of the propitia- 
tory offering became a feast of joy ; the joyous paschal feast of 
thanksgiving, on the other hand, had in it a dread solemnity, 
derived from the remembrance of son'ow, and even .pointing to 
trouble coming in the future. As a feast of the uparing, passing 
over, HDS, it exhibited to the eyes of the people of Israel the 
Divine mercy, through which they had become and still were 
the people of God; but as a feast of unleavened bread, Jn 
n^BSii it was at the same time a remembrance of sorrow, aiid not 
merely of that affliction in slavery out of wliich the Lord had 
mercifully delivered them, but of anotlier affliction also, which 
began on the day of their leaving Egypt and must continue 
throughout the whole course of their wanderings in the desert. 
The bread of affiiction, '?r nn^, Dent. svi. 3, is interpreted by 
Bahr in a onesided manner, as the " bread which reminded them 
of Egypt and the misery which they had endured there, but only 
as being eaten after their full deliverance from that misery"— 
so that this W was by no means a solemnity of penitence and 
soiTow, but solely a feast of joy. (This latter idea is not neces- 
sarily contained in the word, for that includes sometimes even 
the day of atonement.) As the very significant appointment of 
tlie D'")'"?, the bitter herbs, was not merely, as a symbol of suf- 
fering survived, intended ta remind them that according to Ex. 
i, 14, the Egyptians had made their lives bitter (such is the in- 
terpretation of llaimonides) ; so the very plain nss; I^'?'7? '? — ■ 
tkou eammt forth in haste — does not mean to explain the bread 
of affliction to be the food eaten in Egypt. There the Israehtcs 
had eaten leavened bread ; but when, sanctified to God, they 
were separated and purified from the Egyptian leaven, and by a 
hasty jiight betook themselves to the way which led to the pro- 
raised land— this unleavened bread was their confession that 
their full salvation demanded, in the way to the good land, hanl- 
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phip and self-denial still, with the continuance of affliction. As 
in Deut. viii. 3, we read— fle humbled tliee—H^V'} — , and suf- 
fered thee to hunger (deprived of the bread of Egypt), and fed 
thee with manna; so that in this combination, in a certain 
sense, the unleavened bread coincides with the heavenly food 
for the people which was not savoury to the flesh. Hence 
we may with propriety adopt Meyer's words concerning the 
accompanying symbols of the paschal meal : " Figures, which 
point to sanctification from sin, swift departure from the land 
of uncleanness and dktress, and the transitoriness of eai'thly 
life itself." 

We have entered thus deeply, at the outset, into tlic meaning 
of the type, in order to prepare the reader's mind to anticipate 
in how profound and many-sided a manner this type is glorified 
in the Christian Sacrament. The pgechal institution diralr 
symbolised that wonderful admixture of sorrow and. joy, death 
and life, grace and correction, which stamped its character upon 
the great evening of the Lord's Supper first, and which still 
adheres to the holy Sacrament as the solemnly joyous festival 
of OUT pilgrimage between our accomplished redemption and the 
possession of the inheritance of glory.' We bless God in it, 
while we abase ourselves ; wc abase ourselves, while we bless 
God. We partake of the life of Him who died for us— that we 
may die in and with Ilim in order to live. This is now " the 
birth-feast and the life-feast" of the new Israel. As in its in- 
stitution, the circle of the Apostles was the paschal family 
representmg the Church which took its origin from the death of 
Christ ; so, further, every little company of communicants (as 
among the Israelites every little number surrounding a paschal 
table) is a real and essential symbolical representation of the 
entire and complete Church, of the many who, partakers of His 
body and of His blood, become thereby His body.* 

Finally: the cups of wine which were drunk — and which 
the Lord here gave — had infused, in the later ritual, a predomi- 

' " The fruit of the holy Supper — the Mghesl good in the vale of tears" 
— as tlie Moravian hymn, sings. 

' Hence in Ex. xii. 6 ihe whole assembly of (he congregation is designedly 
thua vague : it Btends for every little company around their Lamb, as, tot the 
tehole ChurcJi in its typical as well ii& its real sense. 
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nant element of joy and praise into the solemnity : — and we shall 
see that the Lord acknowledged and retained this (apart from 
its perversion); and contlnaed it in the institution of the Supper 
as strictly harmonising with its predominant joy. 

After this general preparatory glance, we approach the 
Scriptures now lying before us; but it is still necessary to 
observe beforehand, in what way all is arranged with reference 
to the ritual of the Passover. It needs no proof that our Lord, 
as an Israelite and under the Law, observed all the prescriptions 
of God with respect to the Passover, before it was done away 
for ever by its consummation :— this was alreatiy intimated in 
the / will keep the Passover of St Matthew, and to eat tim Pass- 
over in St Luke. And we have just said that He would do 
honour to every custom and ordinance which had been added 
with a good symbolical meaning. But it is no less obvious that 
He would not submit to every detail of the ceremonial, if it 
had already assumed the petty and frivolous character into which 
it degenerated in later times. The transition from the Old to 
the New, if it is to exhibit a living bond of union, appears to us 
to require that the ancient ritual should not be utterly abo- 
lished and done away before the new is introduced, but that it 
should melt into it and give place to its new authority by intro- 
ducing it. This would be suggested to every reasonable thinker, 
and it is justified by the text. It is impossible, indeed, to har- 
monise all the individual details, partly because the narrative 
does not record every particular, and partly because the ordi- 
nances of that period are uncert^n to us. In general, we may 
regard the table as arranged with all its appurtenances accord- 
ing to rule ; this the Lord's prepare required, as St Matthew 
records its being accomplished. As it regards the first cup we 
have said enough already on St Luke. The expression yem^/ui 
T^ afiireXov, fruit of the vine, Luke xxii. 18, Matt. xsvi. 29, 
like the blessing or thanksgiving generally, corresponds precisely 
with the formulte which have been handed down, for the bread 
or the wine — etc. nnK y\r\3 — Blessed art Thou, God, our ever- 
lasting King, who hath brought forth from the earth, its fruit — 
who hast ereaUd the fruit of the vine. This do in remembrance— 
eh avdfipTjtnv— seems to be in some sense an allusion to the fact 
that in the Passover there was a remembrance and a showing 
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forth or 'proclamation (J^y^, hence 1 Cor, xi. 26, KaTOTYEWere). 
Nor is it without probability that in This is My body there is 
something analogous to a customary paschal formula. Not, 
however (as has been polemically alleged), to the words concern- 
ing the unleavened bread — NjnN3 N:n3N 'hyA 'T K'Jjn N0r6 Kn 
D'lVOT — but to the strong and emphatic expression ti:ij whichj 
following the ordinance of Moses in Ex. xii, 2S, 27, was pro- 
bably substituted for tlie wn npH"n3T — the body of the Pass- 
over.^ Thus this solemn word of our Lord Jesus gives assurance, 
as its first and direct meaning,^" the paschal lamb signified 
Me;"^ for He says at the new institution — Take and eat, this 
is Ml/ body I just as formerly it was stud^This is the body of 
the Passover. (And qiute parallel, then, — JHy blood of the New 
covenant ! by which He testifies that the propitiatory blood of 
the old covenant was a type of His blood.) These allusions 
being admitted, the question has been asked whether the Lord 
first went through the whole ceremonial of the Passover with all 
its ancient formulse, elevations, and announcements, in order 
then to^^e in opposition to it His own new institution — ap- 
pending the Sacrament to the Passover, and not incorporating 
it with it ; but we have already intimated our dissent from this. 
To us it seems a discordant thought, that the Lord should first 
complete tlie shadowy and typical ceremony — the interpretation 
of which must have been pressed throughout upon His spirit — 
" and then quite independently of the preceding solemnity, once 
more break the bread." We confidently believe that here, where 
the Old- and New-Testament institutions met in one, they must 
have passed into each other ; consequently that the Lord uttered 
His "This is!" instead of that customary one which would 
otherwise have been spoken. And in this supposition we are 
confirmed by the record of St Luke and St Paul, according to 
which the cup was taken /tcTa to Bei-jrvfjaai. — after supper — 
when He had supped. Consequently, as we understand it, the 
■word which now elevated the bread into the body of the sacrifi- 

^ In the Mislma we find the term of appellation fiOE Vo 1b^ ; Panlus and 
Soheibel agree in thinking that to aafia fiov corresponds with this — and 
we must agree ^ith them. 

" I am the Lamb of Gorf— testified now at the end, as the Baptist had 
testified in the boginning. 
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cial meal, belonged still to the paschal eating ;^ — not so, how- 
ever, what followed. With this it is in accordance, that the cup, 
which Jesus now gives them, was in the stead of the customary 
third cup, the nansn d3 ; for this did not follow xmtU the lamb 
was wholly consumed, and no man might eat anything after it.^ 
After the word concerning "the blood shed" no man drank 
even anything more ; that which usually took place after the 
third cup was not observed, and the sublime discourses of our 
Lord took the place of the usual continuance of their com- 
panionship into the night. 

So far, this might be, so to speak, the Old-Testament frame 
which is in one sense the setting of the scene of this mystery, 
though in another sense it is a frame which cannot hold it. 
Eat now let us, in the light of the New Testament, approach 
more nearly and penetrate more deeply ! And as believing 
Christians we behold there illustrated the Incarnate glory of 
Jems ; we behold His Divine-human glory in all the record of 
this evening. As such it is indistinguishably one ; but we must 
in our contemplation discriminate, and rise from the human to 
the Divine. The Lord exhibits Himself humanly from the 
beginning in the deep and perfect sympathy of His human life, 
in His farewell love to His disciples, in His cry of lamentation 
over the lost one. This last calamity was His deepest sorrow at 
the meal which He had longed for with such deep d^ire ; but 
His Dimne-human love, which might be embittered but not ex- 
asperated, gets the victory over this. The hand of the traitor 
at the table hindersHim not from remaining faithful, and ful- 
filling lEs trust : — without any eittemal exclusion of him who 
was internally shut out, He fulfils His promised BiariOeiuii 
tifiivj establishes His covenant and the testament of redemption 
on the borders of life and death. Affectingly human is the — 
Forget Me not ; but with Divine sublimity is added — / am still 
tcith you, and live in you ! He holds out to them in the Take I 

' Matt.- V. 26. "EaSd^at H xurap is not— Wlen they Lad eaten ; but 
repeating as in ver. 21. And this is important for the presence of the 
betrayer. 

^ We have nothing to do here with the Gentile cuatom of driniing a 
general farewell-cup after the tables were cleared, though it may be brought 
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eat aiid drink ! His body and His life, His heart's blood, Him- 
self, as corporeally as spiritnally, for the glorifying future. He 
gives Himself to all, even to the false one ; and comforts His 
own heart by the thought of the manp who will in after times 
partake of Him. But all this is abundantly developed in the 
Divine-human mysteiy of this ordained and promised eating 
and drinking, which rests npon the atoning For you, and con- 
sists in the distributing This is! connecting with the earthly 
element the highest gift of the heavenly life. 

Wliat then is this? My body and My blood! Here we are 
directly reminded of the discourse in Jno. vi., without reference 
to which no expositor should approach the words of institution. 
We must refer therefore, as far as we can avoid repetition, to 
all that was there said touching the literal meaning of the words 
concerning flesh and Hood, and the true interpretation of Jno. 
vi, 51, 53, 63. If we must suppose that that critical time, 
when many were offended at His hard saying and turned back 
from Him while they remiuned, was deeply impressed upon tlie 
minds of the Apostles — and who can doubt thist — if we must 
suppose them to have many times tbought of the eating and 
drinking which was then so incomprehensibly demanded and 
promised — and does not that equally follow? — tlien must they 
at this time also have remembered it, when He rmewed the of- 
fence of the incomprehensible words with the most gracious and 
self-devoting love. They could not but discern in His words a 
profound mystery to be disclosed in the future, and at the same 
time an unconditional command to His own to do this, connect- 
ing an internal and wonderful receiving with the external 
eating and drinking. Consequently the Lord must be under- 
stood by us as His disciples first understood Him ; though with 
us as with them, the Spirit must bring the full understanding 
only after the actual receiving.' 

It is perfectly true, and accords with the WOTds of Jesus 

' Consequently —to refer to this at once and do justice to all sides — the 
spiritualising <ii tlie Quakers, that is, their utter rejection of the Sacrament, 
is decidedly and altogetlier an error. It understands h^e, as in John vi., 
tlie body or flesh and blood to be only tlie ' ' heavenly seed " of the natnre 
of Christ, " but not that body, or temple of Jesus Christ, which was born 
of the Virgin Mary, and in which He walked, lived, and suffered in. the 
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concerning the new commandment o! the new covenant, that 
this mysterious union with Him takes place in the lore of hving 
faith and leads to the perfection of His own in this loye. But 
we must not, however, say with Lange (the hyperphysical, 
bodily-spiritual fonndalion of the mystery being thrust aside), 
that these words of Jesus concerning love in St John "are the 
light-figure of the Supper according to the Johann»an view." 
For it is far too little to say— "the most essential charaotenslic 
of the Supper being thi», to bind the disciples together in love 
through the ahiiitim and Beating of the love of Christ— and 
therefore this was to be the mark of disUnetim (symbol = Sa- 
crament!) of the disciples of Christ." We think that love is 
life but hfe comes to us through the self-impartation of Him 
who is given for us and in us ; and, further, this self-communi- 
cation is sealed to us (and is not merely eihibited) as the giving 
to us His actual Besh and blood. Luther says well— Where 
the forgiveness of sins is there is also hfe and salvation; and 
we may with perfect propriety invert the sentence— Only 
where there is life in and from the living Saviour of the world, 
is there an abidhig forgiveness of sins. In the New Teelamtnt, 
we repeat, no mere assurance and announcement of the " For 
you" is sufficient: that is still only the preparation instead of 
the fuhilhng reality. There must be and there is a true and 
real"/ni/OM." , 

This is what the Supper teaches us, this is the testimony of 
the words of instiiution, to which we are drawing more and 
more near. We are far, however, from asserthig with an op- 
ponent of Calvin in Hamburg, "that there is in all the Scrip- 
ture no passage which more plainly declares that the bread is 
His body I!" We would rather say with the profound and 
careful Petersen :^ "It is much to be lamented that men over- 
zealous for the Lutheran doctrine make so much stir about the 
words of institution. These words raoj/ contain the Lutheran 
dogma, but do not of themsehiet esegetically omstrain its accept- 

landotJudea." Barclay's Aj«jlogy, Prop. xiii. He goes on to say : "The 
profeeaors of Cliristianity, for want of a true Bpiritual imderstanding, have 
sought to tie tHa Supper of the Loid to that ceremony used by Christ 
before His death, of hreaUwf hread and driiikmg w'me with His disciples." 
1 The Doctrine of the Church, third hook, S. 445. 
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ance ; and that doctrine is rather to be first derived from the 
analogy of the whole of Scripture^ and of the whole faitli, and 
therefore to be received as the genuine sense of the words of 
institution, notwithstanding that other methods of exposition 
might be found ;— but this evangelically scientific method is 
too much lost sight of m the heat of argument and assertion." 
We are by no means insensible to the ecclesiastical and scien- 
tific importance of a sound understanding in these matters, as 
demonstrated fay the contests and divisions of the Church ; but 
we would not forget the words of Luther, among the best whicli 
he wrote on the subject : — " It is a great and marvellous thing 
to be a Christian, and Grod lays more stress on that than on tlie 
Sacrament. For the Christian is not made for the sake of the 
Sacrament, but the Sacrament waa instituted for tlie sake of the 
Cliristian." We shall take the utmost pains to examine as 
uKpi^i as is possible and fit, the wojrds of institution; in order 
that we may rightly distinguish what they cannot say — what 
they incontrovertible/ do say— what they might on the one side, 
but also what they might on the other, say, according to the 
point from which exposition views them. Here there is the 
freedom of a diverse acceptation, and liberty for every man to 
avow and testify for which view His entire system of faith and 
understanding of Scripture impels him to decide. We shall 
avail ourselves of this liberty ; but lest we should fail perfectly 
to discriminate between a possible and a certain meaning of any 
of these words, we have only to ranind our readers beforehand, 
that with all the exegete's striving after objectivity, the higher 
the object is the more surely will his exposition be more or less 
subjective. 



And now for the words of institution. There is, however, 
yet^ one preliminary question— ^om did the Lord utter them ? 
which of the sayings in the four records are the authentic words 
of His mouth ? We take it for granted that the reader has the 
four accounts m juxtaposition before him— that of St Paul to 
the Corinthians being included. We set out with the indjsput- 

1 We may be permitted to add— from tte whole cwineciion in which 
tie words were first spoken. 

VOL. VII. p 
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able critical canon tliat omissions and abbreviations in each nar- 
rator are of no moment; and allow that addition contrary to the 
truth, every so-called extei^ion and working up of the account, 
is objectionable in proportion to the importance and solemnity 
of the record thus dealt with. But this canon can be applied 
in all its rigour to the Gospels ; with regard to the latter part 
of it we allege our faith in their full inspiration, and plead, 
further, the transcendent and incomparable importance of these 
sacred words. Only thus can we obtain a sure and compre- 
hensive foundation for the combination of all the words which 
our Lord certainly spake. Every word, which any one may 
omit, but another records, must be accounted valid ; and the 
whole runs tlius : — Take, eat, THIS IS mt bodt, which is given 
(broken) for you, Do this in remembrance of Me— Drink ye all 
of this, for this (this cup) is My blood, of the New Testament 
(the New- Testament in My blood), which is shed for many (for 
you) for the remission of sins — This do ye, as oft as ye dnnh it, 
in remembrance of Me. And here it is very observable that in 
" this is My body " all four are perfectly at one. ' 

But what of the variations of the same words ? Did the 
Lord say — Given for you {as St Luke has it), or — Broken for 
yon (as St Paul says afterwards) ? Did He say — This is My 
blood of the New Testament (as in the first two Evangelists), 
or— The New Testament in My blood (as St Luke and St Paul 
agree in saying) ? Finally, did He say — Shed for many (ac- 
cording to the first two) or — For you (according to St Luke) ? 

' Much may be said, and satisfactorily, as to the omission of this and 
tliat word by one, and its retention by anotiier ; but, in this matter, it is 
not wise to demand absolute eert^aiEiy and seek to explain everytliing. 
Those who do so fall into great estravagancies. It is possible that the Graaois- 
ing Luke might put tiixtpiarih for ii'Kiiyth, though we shall give a different 
account. But who will believe that he omitted Aafim, tpa'/m because it 
was a Hebraism, and better Greek to avoid the repetition of y^d/ltTs in ver. 
17 ? It has no more value than mere assertion, to say — that St Luke, 
more especially representing Jesus as the Saviour of sinners, waaconstraiaed 
to add " given for you," and /Aere/ore a&o " in remembrance of Me " — 
tJmt St Matthew, keeping prominent the King of Israel, gives the word of 
injunctwn Tllirt — that St Luke's GrsBcism explains the paraphrastic cha- 
racter of the words touching the cup— and that the stpi is-nXXar in St 
Matthew and St Mark is a mere Hebraism (p'^1 for a great number ! !). 
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It is iiard to suppose at first that all these can historically 
accord. The old assumption of simple faith we find in Eichter's 
Family Bible : " The Lord probably repeated several times the 
words of distribution, and in explaiaiag His meaning used inter- 
changeably one or the other form of expression." And in tills 
Krummacher decisively concurs. We must needs admit that this 
IB postiilite ; bnt none of its advocates has gone beyond its " pro- 
bability;" to us, however, any snch repetition as this theory 
supposes, and especially any such changing of the expression, 
seems highly improbable at so solemn and important an institu- 
tion. The Sacrament sinks thereby into something too much 
like a mere human, confidential, commnnication. Pfenninger 
strives to make it more acceptable by representing the Lord aa 
turning to the right hand and to the left, speaking the words on 
the side of John in one manner, and on the side of Peter in 
another. We have no contention with those who can thus satisfy 
themselves : it is a matter of feeling and taste. But far better 
than this solution, which places tlie variation in the original 
utterance of oui' Lord, is the theory which assumes a later varia- 
tion of the expression in its liturgical use in the Church. There 
are some who have said, If Moses (not witlioiit design) has 
slightly changed the text of the Decalogue in the Book of 
Deuteronomy, so also the free Spirit permitted a like deviation 
from the exact words of tlie Sacramental institution, the same 
sense being strictly preserved. Those who think so, would 
assign the highest historical authority to St Matthew, whom St 
Mark almost entirely follows : as, for instance, in the case of 
■n-oXkav, instead of which the vfiS>v might easdy afterwards have 
been substituted. For, supposing vft&v to have been the origi- 
nal word— who would have dared to substitute ttoAAwc ? 

But we are not content with this, and there is much higher 
ground to be taken. We read in the Synoptical tables of 
Soinmer, in conformity with the prevalent view, upon St Luke 
— " this was probably the ecclesiastical, liturgical form in the 
Pauline congregations." Whatever truth there may be in this, 
it is altogether wrong to attribute whatever is peculiar in St 
Luke to a subsecjuent human Hturgical arrangement. Even if 
v/i&v might have taken the plac« of ■jrdK\S>i', surely the Bihofievov 
(■ — ^or ickSijAevov^X) must have been spoken by our Lord; its 
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addition^ on any other supposition, would have been presump- 
tion. And so the Do this must, according to our feeling, have 
come from the Lord Himself, especially when connected with 
the in remembrance of Me. Finally, the change between the 
words hhod and Testament would never 'have been thought of 
by any, without the highest authority. We are therefore driven 
to an assumption which we are fully warranted by the Scrip- 
ture in holding fast. The fact before us is, that in this solitary 
instance St Paul expressly quotes a word of our Lord which 
deviates from the Evangelists, and quotes it most definitively as 
the Lord's, in a connection which lays all the stress upon that 
circumstance. "We cannot but ask for his authority for such a 
version of the Lord's sayings. Now, he anticipates that ques- 
tion, and assures us — I received it from Hie Lord. The reader 
who believes in the fact that revelations were ever vouchsafed 
to the Apostle, will he all the more firmly convinced the more 
he thinks of it, that here, on so important an occasion, when he 
is citing the words and acts of our Lord on that night, he 
cannot be referring to the intermediate tradition of mere eye- 
witnesses.^ We cannot account, on that supposition, for ttus 
particular appeal, this /instead of We, and this emphatic from 
the Lord; the airo of which we agree with Nitzsch in regarding 
as equally emphatic with the irapd wliiqh Scbulthesa finds 
wanting, because in connection witli 670) "yap -irapeXa^ov, "for 
/received," it must be understood as standing in contrast mth 
any mere human information, received at second or third hand 
— just as in Gal. i. 12.' The Apostle is certainly not appeal- 
ing, in this specific matter of the Sacrament, to that one general 
revelation through which he was converted ; for we cannot see 
the distinctive force, on that supposition, of such a strenuous 
and special reference to it. We say, therefore, with von 
Gerlach, that " he received it from the Lord in such a manner 

' Especially, if it should appear tiat this tradition was not tte more 
correct! 

' We agree with him, further, in what he goes on to say : " There might 
appear to follow from this, a similar relation to the cnd're history of Christ" 
— for it would hive been almost nnapoatolieal for one who was so mightily 
confirmed as equal with the Apostles to have been under the necessity of 
informing himself after the manner of St Luke. 
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as tlie others had not received it, so that he could present it to 
the Church as his own revelation with apostolical authority." 
And, with Olshausen, " Accordingly we have here an autlientio 
declaration from, the Risen Lord Himself as to the meaning of His 
Sacrament, and the Chui'ch has always regarded this passage, 
thus viewed, as the important New-Testament explanation of the 
Lord's Supper." Hence this expositor, in his comment upon 
the Gospels, cites this Pauline passage as the main text ; and we 
have shown our own opinion by placing the passage on a level 
with tlie Gospels in the test of our exposition. 

By this authentic explanation from ahove of the meaning of 
the Saeram.ent to be celebrated in the Church — which of 
course would fix for ever the liturgical form — -the Lord did 
not pronounce the other records of what He spake upon earth 
to be spurious. He did no more than " give His authoritative 
decision as to the particular form of administering the Sacra^ 
mcnt," which, moreover, may be regarded " as a combination 
and exposition of the actual words of Jesus, likewise." (Nitzsch.) 
He has confirmed the BiSo/ievov, given, and strengthened it by 
KKa)jj.£vov, broken ; He has made the New Testament prominent ; 
and added a second and most distinctively imperative Do this. 
Such a supplementary change is an incomparably more be- 
coming supposition than that of a variation at the time of the 
institution itself. 



The Bread. St Matthew alone uses the article, rw apTov^ 
and thereby defines it to have been the unleavened bread then 
present on the table; the other accounts, which have merely 
"bread" or "abread," serve probably a twofold purpose thereby. 
They intimate, first, that bread simply as such was sufficient for 
an ordinance which was not bound to the paschal ceremony, 
which was not limited to Israel, and which had a far higher 
meaning than the mere continuation of the Old-Testament rite.* 

' We eacaot acknowledge, with TisclL and Lachm., the omieaion of the 
article to be easily explained on that account. 

^ The earlj Church, therefore (Ads ii. 46, in the daily celebration), used 
the common daily bread (panis mitatus) — until the Eomiah ordinances 
(Pope Alexander I.) bronght back ia this the Old Testament. 
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And then, by the generalisation, which forsakes the historical 
style, they prepare for the observance of that mystery in wliich 
even common earthly bread was so marvellously sanctified. 

He blessed it- — ^gave thanks. Luther has " dankete," 
gave tk<\nh, vrithout distinction, for both the evkoy^a-as of the 
first tvro Evangelists, and the evy(apiaT^<ra<i of St Luke and St 
Paul (and a var. reading in St Matt.) . The two are in a certain 
sense one, and were expressed by the same word or prayer. The 
one idea sufficiently included the other ; and to have put them 
one after the other would have been out of harmony vfith the 
sublimity of the style generally, and the unity of the whole act. 
There is, notwithstanding, a distinction ; not, however, that the 
one is a more Hebrew, the other a more Greek, expression, 
Christ gives thanks to God for the food, but in this thanksgiving 
He blesses the food itself; and in this latter meaning, the eiiKo- 
r/^iTCK — " and blessed " — refers, like took^ brake, and^aue, to the 
accusative bread. Both meanings are contained in the Hebrew 
^^5, and they pass into each other. In the account of the feeding 
of- the five thousand, the first two Evangehsts use evXoyeiP for 
the thanksgiving uttered with eyes lifted to heaven; St Luke, 
however, has evKoyija-ev avroi";} He blessed them, the loaves, 
comp. 1 Sam i\ 13 St John, again, writes simply euyapiar^ 
o-a?, but ascribes ver 23 a wonderful blessing to this giving 
lAanks. Butthedisti ton s clearly recognisedin thisidentity; 
for St Paul, who i ci ton ed to distinguish the two words, in 
1 Cor. X. 16 mikea p om t in wMchwe bless the consecrating 
virtue of the evKoyut, tie blessing, tittered over the cup. And 
that our Lord did not adhere simple/ and fully to the customary 
ritual prayer, altliougb connecting His word and act with it, is 
plain from the new significance of this bread, the consecration 
of which required a new and free expression. The old form of 
prayer and thanksgiving referred merely to the bread of the 
earth ; but the Lord contemplates and consecrates in His prayer 
Himself in this bread, the gift of heaven for the fife of the 
world. Grotius : " And at this time and place, He poured out 

1 Some Codd. have St' niraig, but that is only a glosa, Conseqiaently 
here and in the plain which we bkss of 1 Cor. s. 16, there is ample refutation 
of Schulz' assertion^ that the N, T. haa no trace of the consecration or 
blessing of dead things. 
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His thanksgivings, not for the old creation and its gifts alone, 
but also for the new creation for the sake of which He came 
into the world — for the redemption of the world, now contem- 
plated as accomplished." He can give t]ianks by anticipation, 
for He beholds His body already broken like this bread ; He 
gives Himself thus to His disciples for their life. But this 
thanksgiving tittered in the love of the Son of man in His 
humiliation, is the germ and beginning of the blessing of Divine 
miraculous power to be pronounced upon the bread of all com- 
munions — a blessing which should go beyond the first benedic- 
tion of the Creator. There has been a foolish contention about 
the relation of the blessing and the thanksgiving (incorrectly con- 
sidered as apart from and independent of each other), as to tlieir 
antecedence and consequence respectively. Our opinion is just 
this. The former, with which the Lord commences, as con- 
nected with the sacred custom of the old feast, is certainly the 
simple though comprehensive thanksgiving for the earthly fruit, 
the bread ; but He does not on this occasion limit Himself to 
that ; He connects with it a thanksgiving for the new creation, 
for redemption (as Grotius said). In the Spirit He gives Him- 
self up to the Father, and for the Father's sake to men, while 
He Himself thanks the Father for His own self-sacrifice. But 
such thanksgiving as this was, uttered with direct reference to 
the Sacrament now to be instituted, cannot but attach a conse- 
cration to the creature — bread— here exhibited, which would 
give its character to the mystery which it was the Eedeemer's 
purpose to connect in future with this bread. Hereby not only 
.vas bread blessed anew (as in the former thanksgivings of Christ 
vho ate it); but in ' particular the bread of the Supper was 
ilessed to the end of time. What and how great that blessing 
3, we do not consider now ; but the most fiigid interpretation, 
jf the most sober expositor who really believes in Him, must 
Jlow that a certain power of blessing was derived to the Sacra- 
nental elements from this last thanksgiving-prayer of our Lord. 
Meyer's exclusive declaration— "the blessing was not for the 
jread or the wine, but for the person who through their bene- 
Itction was to be blessed " — is very questionable for this reason, 
hat this first evy(api(TTeiv and evXoyeZi/ actually concerned tlic 
bread and the wine, even as, in the analogy of lower things, there 
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is a certain sanctification of oiir food througli our thanksgiving. 
Thos, the tlia7iksgwing for and over the bread effects a blessing of 
the bread; but the blessing is here all the more significant in 
proportion as the thanksgiving was more comprehensive and 
pertained to the higiiest objects. At this third, and concluding 
crisis, the Lord gives tJtanks for the blessing which He had 
prajed for and obtained from the Father, 

All tliis lays the foundation for the profound sense in which 
the whole Sacrament has from the beginning been called the 
Eucliarist ; and for the sake of this we have entered so fuUy into 
the subject. While this name finally indicates the spiritual 
thank-offering which Christians, partaking of the Sacrament, 
offer in their consecration of themselves to God and Christ, it 
nevertheless took its rise (as we find in Irenteus and Justin) 
from the sanctification of earthly gifts of God by thanksgiving 
and their higher hallowed use. Bread and wine are regarded 
in the Sacrament as the first-fruits of the gift of nature pre- 
sented to the Lord,— not without allusion to the fact that, in 
the Passover, the beginning of the religious year coincided with 
the beginning of the harvest, the budding of new life in nature 
(the month 3'aK), So in the Lord's Supper "thanksgiving for 
the grace of creation, and thanksgiving for the grace of re- 
demption, concur;"^ there is in it "a sanctili cation of earthly 
enjoyment into means of grace in the New Covenant." This 
last idea is presented in the daily commemoration of the earliest 
Church ; but we are not to press it so far as to conclude that 
every eating of bread and drinldng of wine may be made a sacra- 
mental participation of Christ— the seal and witness of His life- 
giving death. This extravagance was far from the Apostle's 
spirit when he eaid^As oft as ye eat of this bread. 

^ As Von Gerlach Kays on St Matthew. Justin's words are : " That we 
may at once praise God for the creation of the world and all in it for man's 
sake, and for delivering us from all the evil into which we have BUiik." 
With this the worda of the ancient Latin Mass coincide— and they are not 
in themselTMi to be despised, for their deep though partial sense of truth 
puts to shame many of our Tnodern Protestant Sacramental formularies. 
But the notion of the new English Apostles cannot be justified, who — in 
order fo establish an oblation after the analogy of the fiass — teach that the 
Eucharistic thank-offering must, as the first part of the ceremony, precede 
the proper oommunion. 
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For the Lord took bread, specifically, and elevated it into a 
sacramental symbol of His body sacrificed and to be eaten ; not, 
as might appear to be the case, the flesh or the body of the proper 
Passover : — and this for many reasons. First, for the sake of 
releasing the new from the old by a free change ; the opposite 
might have had, to the Gentiles, a tinctiire of Judaism in it. 
Then, and connected therewith, for the sake of consecrating the 
most nniversal and simple nourishment of life, common almost 
in every land among all people, and thns making the heavenly 
bread of life appear as the mamia prepared for all the world. 
Further, in order to obviate every carnal and grovelling notion 
touching His fleshj which might have been brought in some way 
into analogy with animal _;?esft. Finally, to make it manifest that 
there could be in it no repetition, or even continuance, of the 
propitiatory offering ; inasmuch as that is for ever reproduced 
only in thefrtdt of the seed that died (Jno. xii. 24), as a thank- 
offering. The eating of the Iamb would have carried over the 
imperfect onesidedness of the typical animal offering into the 
New Testament, just as if it was the eating of the dead and 
sacrificed Christ as sucli ; therefore, in the Supper of our Lord, 
the fruits of the earth, bread and wine, are instituted instead of 
the flesh of animals — the eating of which generally bad been 
intermediately introduced only for fallen humanity, after his 
paradisaical state was forfeited. And thus is fulfilled the prog- 
nostication of the Jews — that when the Messiah should eome 
as a Priest after the order of Melchizedec, all (typical animal) 
sacrifices should cease, and only the (thank) offering of bread 
and wine should remain. (See in Sepp. Th. iii. S. 410.) 

And beake it — e«Xoo-e; this is the same in all the four, 
and must be of importance. To say that " the bread of that time 
requu'ed to be broken in order to be distributed, and that is all 
which is here signified," is foolish, thoughtless, and most dis- 
honourable to the Sacramental idea. Why then is it so speci- 
fically mentioned, not merely here, but also in every reference 
to the Church's breaking bread ? What then is the force of 
the breaking of bread, Acta ii, 42, and the bread which we break, 
1 Cor. X. 16 ? Even in the paschal ritual the breaking of the 
bread had its specific place ; the explanation was added in due 
time, that as the bread of affliction it might be eaten only in 
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fragments, broken previously in an unwonted manner, and not 
blessed till broken. Friedlieb,* at least, tells ua so ; and if that 
ivas the case, then the blessing of the bread in this Supper 
before the trcakiiig would be a testimony, in opposition to that 
ordinance, that, in the New Covenant, our participation in the 
death of Christ, and in all the tribulation which to us also is 
appointed in our Christian probation, has been previously blessed 
from the beginning, springs solely from the blessing of God, and 
should be matter of thanksgiving beforehand. And with this 
is connected, in the advancing development of the meaning, the 
consideration of the " liberality of Christ, inviting us to the com- 
munion of all those good things which were to be obtained for 
us through His cross." - (So Grotius, alluding to the fact that 
breaking bread in the O. T. means to make others sharers of it, 
Isa. Iviii. 7 ; Lam. iv. 4, and in a similar sense when I brake to 
the jive thousand, Mark viii. 19.) The Lord "breaks bread to 
us," when He devotes Himself to that end. Thus the ceremony 
itself, before He begins to speak and interpret its meanmg, says 
as it were the same Take, eat, which was in Lu. sxii. 17, ex- 
pressed by the Divide it among yourselves ; but with this dif- 
ference, that He does not ^ve them to take the whole mass of 
the thing to be distributed. The brake it, therefore, in the final 
form given to the Apostle Paul, may represent the omitted 
and gave unto them. But that form, as we shall see, teaches 
us in the alteration " broken for you," the profound symbolical 
meaning of this breaking, which tlie Apostle describes as a cus- 
tom adhering to the giving of the bread, just as he makes pro- 
minent the blessing in regard to the cup. And it is — which we 
break — for then one gave to another in the place of Christ (not 
necessarily one separated, and consecrated, for that purpose). 
But the omission of the bi-eaking m the Lutheran communion 
(as the improper word Ao si, which falls back into the Old Testa- 
ment) must be mourned over and condemned, while we are speak- 
ing of the ceremony itself. The early contests about this did 
not concern a matter altogether indifferent ; the Lutherans ivere 
in some error when they declared the breaking of bread,, which 
is alike scriptural witli the benediction and consecration, to be a 
' Archiiologie der LBiden^eschichte, S. 5G But we are not able to con- 
firm it l)y our own appeal to hifl authoritie.. 
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merely preparaiory aetion, ministering to the distribution ; and 
thence deduced that it was indifferent whetlier the bread was 
divided into certain portions before or during the administration, 
and whether it was done by the minister of the Church or by 
any other Christian.^ On the other hand, the Confessio Mar- 
ckiea in Artt. xi.-xiii. protests against this, and maintains the 
inviolable importance of the breaking. 

Take, eat ! Thus did the Lord assuredly speak His first 
plain word, which directly accompanied the breaking and dis- 
tribution, while it laid the foundation for the immediate in- 
timation as to what He appointed that they should take and eat 
therein. !No stress is to be laid on the fact that tpar/ere is 
uncertain in St Mark, and that in St Luke Adhere, ipo/yere are 
altogetlier wanting, and even in St Paul almost certainly spurious. 
For, according to the iirst canon which we laid down, that is 
authentic which even one alone surely records : in this case it is 
the Apostle Matthew, or, if it so please, the first and most direct 
tradition. Their omission by St Paul had certainly no design 
to take away these words, indispensable m the celebration (and 
therefore inserted m his test from the liturgical form) ; but they 
are presupposed, and not specified, in order that he may come 
at once, and so much tlio more emphatically, to the This is and 
This do ye. Moreover, it is evident, much more certainly here 
than ill the previous divide if among yourselves, that the Lord 
could jiot join with them in eating and drmking of that whicli 
He,t hough only in anticipation, called his body and His hlood,^ 

It must be allowed, Jirsl of all, that both words naturally 
apply to the bread, and signify— X43/3eTe scQ. manibus (et ore) — 
tf>diyere sail, ore; take, eat, with the bodily hands and mouth. There 
are those who receive these words in so entirely common a sense 
that no exegesis can bring them further than the mere letter ; but 

' So Eudelbaoh : " Not that we must break it, when partaking of the 
Lord's Supper, but that broken bread must always be used " (as if the entire 
loaf eould be taken! Or is this in opposition fo cutting the bread?). 
Kahnis says, " The breaking of the bread ia its consecration to its sacra- 
mental character, perfectly parallel with the blessing of the cup." 

' Though some of the Fathers thought bo. Chrya. He draok His own 
blood. Schulthess derives it from Matt. xxvi. 29, and says fiat it be- 
longed to the grace of the whole action that He in this feast of love should 
frst taste. 
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to all spiritual and more profound exposition it is matter of con- 
fident assurance that there is in them a symljolical meaning 
which must go beyond that. With the intention to appoint some- 
thing which was to be repeated in the future, the Lord sees in these 
Twelve aU who should afterwards receive, and to them He would 
say that and hov! they should " receive and eat." Still more : 
When He presently says of this bread that it is something else, 
we must take His whole word in its imity, and conseijuently 
refer this graciously-proffering command itself also to His body. 
And thus it is, take and eat that which I give to you hereby — 
what ye shall presently know. Then we ask, Wherefore is it 
thus circumstantially twofold, since for the external meaning 
one of the two would seem to be enough f (For, the mere ap- 
pointing that every one should take the broken bread into bis 
hand before he ate it with his mouth, is surely an inadequate 
reason, quite below the height of a mystery in which such 
externalities in themselves are indifferent matters.) But in the 
profounder sense this twofold saying has its meaning secured to 
it — and may be itself placed, for the present, in a twofold light. 
Either the Take intimates preparatorily the modus spiritualis of 
the participatio corporis Christi qum ore fit, as testified in the Eat, 
thus giving this mtoaning for the Future — Keceive in faith what 
I give unto you, so shall ye eat not merely this bread, but My 
body ; ye shall receive it, even as ye eat the hread.^ Or, con- 
versely, the taking bread might be the external eating (as /xera- 
Xafi^dveiv Tpoijiijv, Acts ii. 46, or Xa^av aprov, Acts xxvii. 35 — 
according to this latter our Xa/M^aveti' is the correlative of the 
first 'Ka^wv of Jesus) ; but in the eat follows the more essential, 
mystical eating — thus giving this meaning, Eeceive with hand 
and mouth this bread, but eat something other than it, My body \ 
It is obvious that the view which we bring with us to the under- 
standing of this is free to decide for itself, and that here already 
Calvin and Luther have occasion to separate ; indeed, we may 
say preliminarily, that the one sense lays the emphasis upon the 
taking as spirituale, the other upon the eating as orale. We of 
course incline, on account of the reference to John vi., where 

' Krummacher : In the taking tiiere is a summons, in the eating a promiM 
also. The take refers tot merely to the hand, but much more to the ieart. 
It demands Busceptibility and appropriation in liyirg faith. 
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tlie Lord Himself has laid sucli strong emphasis upon the 
eating, to regard Him as similarly speaking here— ^ai here- 
with akr}9S>t, receive as nourishment into yourselves My body ! 
And inasmuch as this " eating" coincides with the eating of 
bread, and is here on that account so termed, are we to regard 
the " taking" as altogether one and the same, and are both to 
refer, as externally to the bread, so symbolically and internally 
to the body ? We certainly think this conjunction of the two, 
after that former doubtful distinction, to be the true and cer- 
tain sense of the words ; and that the absence of and between 
them itself intimates that it is so.' But again, to what end is 
the emphasis of the twofold expression ? The double word has 
its deep truth and meaning in this, that it is a proffering im- 
perative, and presupposes in us something corresponding to it 
as such, without which it does not take effect. The receiving 
and partaking are thrown back idtimately upon our own will, 
as well as upon the Divine gift: — and this meaning, when all 
things are weighed, best approves itself esegetically. For, 
while a man can receive nothing except it be given him from 
above, it is equally certain that nothing can be given to him 
from above except the man receive it. What we mean corre- 
sponds with Olshausen's too partially developed thought. " In 
these words ((oAe, eat, drink) the receptivity on the part of the 
disciples, who represent the Church, is brought out. Christ is 
the Distributor, who satisfies with Himself our spiritual hunger- 
and thirst." And here we find in our Lord's lips, as soon as 
we apprehend them aright, the great condition which was found 
wanting in the Solida Declaratio " si credideritis."^ For while 

' Only that must be carefully observed, which Buddeus in the name of 
hia Church admits ; Probe discrimcn inter macducationem orakm et natu- 
rakm tenendum est. Btai enim oralem manducationem adseramua atque 
propugnemus, naturalem tamen non admittimus. 

^ Ed. Kecijenb., p. 732. Quia Chrigtus non diidt : «' credideritU, aat 
digni fueritda, turn in ccena sacrS corpus et sanguinem ineuTO prjesentia 
habebitis ; sed potius ait : Accipite, eiUle ac bibite / Aa if the latter did not 
neoessarUy imply the former. Whea it goea on, Verba Christi hoc volunt : 
aive dignus, sive indignus sia, habea hie in crena ChnBfi corpus et san- 
guinem — it is as much as to say, whether witb or without faith, if thou 
literally eateat and drinkest the bread and the wine thou receivest Me, the 
fellowBhip of My death and life, My glorified corporeity ! And, despite 
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the taking to ourselves comes at last to our own decision, it is, 
like all spiritual blessings, mediated by our faith. Although 
His loYB and power declares in this word, most gracious as it is 
moat mysteriom, — Here am I; take Me; eat and drink Me; 
yet when He pronounces this most gracious Take and this most 
mysterious Eat, it is not here, any more than in the rest of 
Scripture, an enforcing, compulsory Imperative. Overlooking 
this, men have deduced from this centre-mystery the dogma, 
contradictory to nature,— Ye may, shall, and must eat My 
flesh, nolentes volentes ! 

So much for the words with which the symbols are pre- 
sented, in their anticipated connection with all the sequel ; we 
now turn to the word of declaration, in which the mystery is 
solved only to be sealed again in its mysteriousness — This is 
My body. 

This is !— But first, that we may go step by step, the httle 
word This, tovto. The stress which Luther laid upon it, 
equally with the ea-Tt, is well known, and for the most part 
amply justified — for it is essential. His scorn and mockery 
were pardonable at the commencement of the contest, wheu 
Carlstadt perverted this first little word into a negation of the 
entire character of the Sacrament, Perversion it certainly was 
to say that Clirist in this tovto pointed with His finger to His 
body ; for a-tifia being neuter, and apros mascuhne, the tovto 
hiust refer to the former and have nothing to do with the latter, 
Luther correctly pointed first to the fact that we naturally use 
the neuter when speaking of a thing which lies before us ; and 
then, more convincingly still, brought against his opponent the 
parallel of the cup. " Tell me then, good Peter, to what the 
second touto refers, which follows immediately afterward. If 
the second tliis must refer to Christ, and yet here expressly 
points to the cup (touto to vor^piov), docs your faith call the 
blood of Christ or Christ Himielf the cup ^" He unsparingly 
ridicules all such arbitrary interpietatiDn " Thus Christ would 

Jno, vi., witliout faith, eternal life Guencke says that otherwise it should 
Lave been Believe I instead of Tilt ! in order to obviate the thought that 
Judas partook of the body of the I crd But did Judas liave any benefit 
in for the remission of sins, which however cinuot be separated from the 
This is f 
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be made to say, Take, eat, for I say nnto you that here sUs My 
body, which is gi\en foi jou;" and so forth.^ ■ 

If anything la ceitain m regard to this matter it is thp sober 
word of Bengel, which i» faithful to the simple letter and has 
become classical— Iioc quod vos sumere jubeo, this which I cO)n~ 
mattd you to take — m which, moreover, he designedly omits to 
say fully at once whit is oUious in the text— sumere ac edere,^ 
to take and eat. Guericke, not satisfied with Hengstcu berg's 
almost Lutheran approval of tliis formula of Bengel, blames 
this in the latter; and thinks that he should have said more 
definitely and rigorously— quod vos sumere et comedere jubeo. 
But, in opposition to the idea which lurks under this, we must 
maintain that there is good reason why our Lord does not say 
with the precision and absoluteness which is thought to be 
necessary — o5tos o apro?, this bread. He not merely thereby 
obviated all misunderstanding, just as he explains the second 
TovTo not by This mne, but by This cup, of which more anon ; 
but, moreover, He did not say what could not have been said 
with any inteUigible meaning. His words preserve, with most 
measured simplicity, the line in which the earthly and heavenly 
agree in one, in a symbolical and real unity, without bein<f how- 
ever (which \ 'mp 'bl ) identical.^ 

But now f h 1 le ord Is, the much contested EXTI. 
First of all, it p babi h t in the Lord's language, in which 
subject and j I a united without the expression of the 
copula, it had xi n Scheibel indeed thinks that there 

would be an empha K or even a mere Kin, corresponding 
' Carlstadt introduced as analogical, " Thou art Peter, and on ths rock 
(that IB Myself)," an interpretation which unhappily his opponents ad- 
mitted. But this exegesis is itself equally incorrect. 

° So some of the Lutheran dogmatists maintain this alone — hoc, quod 
edere vos volo— hoe, quod vos hihere volo. They are right, but the ques- 
tion is now aa to what Had of eating and drinking is meant in connection 
with and after the loHnj, Luther said, against Carlstadt : " If there be 
any meaning in words, it is plaui that that is His body ufhick He holds out 
and bids thua eat." 

* Eodatz, indeed, thinks that if the Lord had uttered Buch a contradictio 
in adjecto aa " this bread is My body," our human reason should bow before 
the Divine reason. But all thought would be at a,ii end in faith like this ; 
and we might ask why the Lord spoke anything at all to us in human lan- 
guage, the medium of thouehta which may be apprehended. 
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to it ; but Meyer has shown, in opposition to him, that the con- 
nection NW m is unusual in the Old Testament, and that if 
anything it would be wn ; but that nothing would be wanting, 
in any case, if even that was absent, as it exerts no direct influ- 
ence upon the literal or figurative meaning. This being the 
position of the question, either etrrl having been unexpressed 
by our Lord, or if expressed its meaning wavering between a 
copulative and substantive sense, exegesis must lay no stress 
upon it, but discover the interpretation by the help of the sub- 
ject and predicate alone. The subject is that which was given^ 
which was to be taken and eaten ; and is neither the Lord 
who handed it to them Himself, nor (as Zwingle quotes from 
Thomas and Scotus)— vos, qui hoc con-vivio interestia, ye who 
are with Me in this feast ! But the predicate follows after more 
plainly. 

My bodt. This is the eardo rei, the hinge of all." If the 
Lord when He thus offered to them the bread with, " Take and 
eat," spoke of His body, that is, of Himself bodily, as He was, 
incarnate, and lived before them— let this be our starting point 
— He pointed at this farewell^meal first of all to His whole past 
earthly fellowship with them, in which they had His body ever 
with them and near them ; but He also pointed by anticipation to 
a future fellowship in which they shovdd possess Him again, or 
rather still continue to possess Him— as He had s^d repeatedly. 
And more than that, for we mmt now connect this solemn 
formula with the rite of the Paasovev, of which we have akeady 
spoken. Most certably, if we would translate back His words, 
He did not say "nb'^j for then the Greek would have been aap^ 
^y— and it ia as little probable that He said m? or even niJ. 
Thus it is most probable that He used 'SiJ or 'W'MJ (accord- 
ing to the emphasis of the fiov standing first in St Paul), as they 
spoke of the ^U of the nps. But it does not follow from this 
that He spoke only in figurative representation, as and because 
in the Old-Testament formula it was said of the lamb— This *s 
the Passover or the body of the Passover.* The tj-pical refer- 

1 Not the bread as bread ; for that two exiating things should he identi- 
fied by means of a copula, ia not a necessity of logic. _ 

* The perriat«it straining of the analogy with niirs K-.n hos, as we find it 
in Ebrard after Zwingle, involves the fundainentai error of misapprehending 
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ence, rather, modifies the meaning of the tovto into this — What 
1 now offer tp you, that is, what I appoint therein and establish 
for you in the future to partake of, instead of the lamb. Bengel 
rightly says, before the words already ijuoted, " This, is opposed 
to the old shadows ; and means, ye have Myself." We may 
therefore, for the elucidation of this meaning, invert the clause, 
so far as it contains in it this point— 3^ body is, I Myself am, 
your Paschal Lamb. But it is altogether wrong, and is refuted 
by the analogy of the words spoken with the cup, to maintain 
rashly that the Lord uttered His words merely in the sense of 
such a transposition of the subject and predicate} 

And, similarly, there is another inversion of the clause which 
an unbiassed consideration must reject. According to Sehwenfe- 
feld' and those who followed him, the words must be understood 
backward : — My flesh is in truth a bread or a food — My body 
is that which I now here offer to you, that is, a true bread, and 
My blood is a real drinL And thus Christ is regarded as in- 
tending no more than to teach what His body and blood would 
be to us after His death, our meat and our drink ; He confirms 
or repeats only (with an accompanying symbol to give it emphasis) 
what He had said already in Jno. vi. The tovto becomes a 
■FoiovTo — this becomes suck — and that as a predicate, moreover 
in a so-calied spiritual sense, and tliis interpretation of His words 
is what the Lord Christ Himself taught ! But the natural sense 
of the language rebels against such a perversion, while the tovto 
TO TTorripiov afterwards utterly refutes itj and we have nothing 
to do but to accept, in wondering, humble inquiry, the un- 
deniable fact, that the same Lord who did indeed once say — 
My body or flesh is meat, now inverts the words, and testifies 

the reality of the New Testament Sacrament in opposition to the Old Testa- 
ment Bymbolical act. 

' Such is Schlmermacher'a M^ificial turn given to the sraitence. This 
bread, not the kmb, ie henceforth the Passover which I institute, My i^"*. 
So Tliiess formerly, but H. Stephani shows it in ite most meajiingl^s form ; 
— " Jesus declares bread and wine to bo the aymbois of the New Covenant, 
instead of the flesh and blood'of the animal sacrifice." Ehrard, in like 
manner, though prot€sting against that: "This unleavened bread of the 
Passover (predicate 1) is My body (subject !), which is to be brokem for you ; 
that is, My body broken for you is the true l^os — / ant the true Paisover- 
sacrijice." But heliaB ^ce retracted this. 

VOL. VIT. Q 
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while lie presents bread to His disciples, — That {whicli ye 
here take and eat) is My body ! 

That He, moreover, asserts for the present and promises for 
the future, a presence and a reception of His hody, only after 
He had preceded it by a Take, Eat; and that thus the this 
is (be its meaning what it may) attains to its full reality only 
witjiin the limits and imder the conditions of the actual par- 
taking already spoken of — is a remark which is very obvious, and 
which we make now preparatorily, in order that nothing neces- 
sary may be omitted. It is not first said. This is My body, Take 
and eat ; but then first, when the taking and eating takes place, 
the wonderful " This is" follows in all its force. That is, as 
we are now prepared to tliink, only where faith truly, internally, 
and spiritually takes and eats. When the Papists act as if it 
was said. Behold it, exhibit it, and carry it round, adore it, — 
the voice of truth, however in vain to multitudes, must often 
proclaim to them what the convert Henhoffer so well expressed 
in his confession of faith : — " Jesus cannot possibly, according 
to all our experience, have designed to establish this tabernacle- 
Christ and its honour ; otherwise He would have contradicted 
Himself, would have subverted His own kingdom, and plucked 
down with one hand what He had set up or would set up with 
the other." The New Testament knows no institution of a 
ma^cal spectacle to be wondered at, on the one hand, and no 
mechanical exhibition of empty symbols on the other. It would 
not, as the Komish Church, which reached its perfection in the 
middle ages, did, " divert the view from the Saviour in heaven, 
to the corpus Chrtsli in the hands of the priests." Firm and 
secure abides the sense, " Here have ye My body," which I give 
and appoint you to take and eat. But this " ye have" is as far 
from the possessing in our hand or upon the table a transformed 
wonder, as from the empty figurative sense which others have 
applied to it. The Lord bequeaths to us His body and His 
b'.ood, not to exhibit, carry about and adore— not merely to in- 
vestigate, speculate, and dogmatise upon — but to eat and drink- 
Thus sets out Luther's Catechism. 

The Lord says now body, and not flesh, as before in Caper- 
naum. He spoke on the former occasion as teaching (John vi. 
59) and laying the first foundation of His doctrine and testi- 
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mony, taking pains to establish in the most definite maniiei' the 
substantiality of thejksk as well as the blood; but here that is 
presupposed, and the actual giving being now the question, He 
adapts His expression to a twofold design : — -to sliow forth the 
nniti/ of His whole bodily person as one in itself, and that com- 
munication and participation of His whole body which leads to 
a similar unity mth Himself and with one another.^ Tlie one 
refers to Himself, the other to us. For the former we appeal 
to the universal meaning of <7Mfia (and body in all languages), 
even in its frequent figurative use — -a whole, an organism com- 
plete in itself; for the latter we appeal to the fact that the 
Church of Christ is called His " body." The Apostle Paul 
himself in 1 Cor. x. 17 gives this interpretation by the Holy 
Ghost ; laying emphasis upon the word bod^, and assigning it in 
its integrity to the Church. Olshausen deviates from this, and 
reduces the force of the word, when he says that the expression 
bodt/ was imperativel-y required onli/ by the adjunct expressions 
given and broken. "The Itedeemer thus likened the entire 
mass of the bread which He broke to His body. He did not, 
however, give to each the body, the <7w/xa; but as He gave a 
part of the mass of bread, so He gave a part of the body, that is, 
^sh, a-dp^. According to the meaning of the whole, a-dp^ might 
just as fitly have been used ; bat on account of the symbolical 
reference to His death, Jesua chose trafia, equivalent to t|U." 
Here we must oppose in both these sentences the onesidedness 
which fails to do justice to the pregnant sense of the symbol and 
the mystery. For, as certainly as on the one hand the indi- 
vidual xXdtTfia, the portion of bread received by each, repre- 
sented to him his portion in the gr.oce and gift of Christ ; so 
certainly, on the other, does Christ in an equally true sense 
live, as the wkok Ciu'ist, in each of those who are by such par- 
ticipation united with Him.* Even in John vi. thajlesk referred 
not so much to particulas quasdam a singulis edendas, as to the 

' DelitzBch : " To obviate the misunderstarKling that He distributed Hia 
fleah in portioiis." 

- In Olshausen we liave the still more dubious explanation that accord- 
ing to his conviction, not the whole Christ, and as He died upon the cross, 
ia partaken of in the supper, but an operation and influence from Him, and 
that as the "Eedeemer glorified." 
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e of the glorified flesh of the Son of man. as a whole in 
its integrity. Yet, again, the eat refers immediately to the body, 
as it respects the individnals ; and the objection that o-w/io, or 
body is never and nowhere the object of eating, altogether and 
wilfully forgets that the eating here in question is absolutely 
alone in its kind. The one bread is eshibited as the one body 
in the many who receive it;^ and the /x,ere^eiv of every indi- 
vidual is a partaking of that one bread. So far we proceed 
with the Apostle ; but. if we press the figure beyond the limits 
within, which, as such, it presents the comparison, we go astray 
and fall into frivolities which are here, if anywhere, unbecoming. 
The comparison extends foi^vard to the breaking of that bread, 
which however as a broken and distributed whole is still re- 
garded in the Toiho as a whole i(i its integrity ; but we cannot 
pursue it backward to tlie manner in which it became one bread, 
and press the figure in that direction.* 

Nor of course can we accept the subordinate sense in which 
ijie body of bread represents the Church gathered into one in 
Christ, as the only one : — This breaking, giving, taking, and 
gating, this entire procedure sets forth My body, which is or 
which will be My Church! In this hygteron without a,proteroji 
where would he the strictly connected giv.enfor you ? We must 
hold that the body, equally with the blood, must have a real 
signification ; consequently it is neither the body of the Church, 
nor the figure of My body (aecording to Oecolampadius who 
quotes and perverts TertuUian's fgura corporis mei.') Conse- 
quently, it is simple folly to maintain " that o-fi/xa can in no 
case signify flesh, nor be paralleled with ffdp^ ;" aud it is most 

^"This is the true redaplkatio nniltiplicativa, and not what Scholasticism 
feJaely so called. 

^ And by this we reject the interpretation given in Chrjs., Aug., and 
even in the liturgy of the Const. Ap. ; to wit. that the bread is the produce 
of many grains of wheat (aomething like the words of Ignatius at his 
martyrdom), as the wine is the produce of many grapes. This, if carried 
out, brings us to a body of Christ which rises in and out of the Church, 
instead of a body given in and for ua, and which could never have been the 
produce of many elements. And thus it would coincide with Zwingle'a 
interpretation of 1 Cor. x. 16, which makes the Apostle say, " I mean not. 
that the cup is the hlood, ar the bread is the body of Christ ; but that we 
all, partakers of the one bread and cup, are the blood and lody of Christ." 
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wilful folly to maintain this here, where aljia strictly corresponds 
with the ndp^ koX al/xa of John vi. 

Which is given for you. Thus is it first in St Luke, 
according to a doubtless genuine tradition. The omission in the 
first two Evangelists of this seemingly essential clause is only aii 
apparent omission ; for that offering up of His body which took 
place in the death that brake it can be, and must be, understood 
in TovTO ro <T&/ui fiov — this is Mi/ body^and the parallel in 
the shed afterwards abundantly confirms this. Not the less on 
that account, however, did the Lord speak plainly to obviate all 
misunderstanding, utteruig for us at the institution the SiUfievov, 
given, and in Hb own subsequent explanation the lehMfiemv, 
broken. There arc those who are so insensible to the simple 
assurance of the mysterious words that they make the broken 
an argument for referring the ijieen also rather to this^the 
bread — and thus infer that ek Oovutov, unto death, is not to be 
supplied.^ But they gain nothing by this ; the direct and 
plain words concerning the body are perverted or lost sight of 
by those who are obhged to confe=is, jj'ter all, that both senses 
(iAi's bread which is given or the body which is gineTi) are really 
the same at bottom, since the terms given and shed are used con- 
cerning the broad and the cup only as far as they are or repre- 
sent the body and blood of Christ. 

Thus the body is gioen, that is, devoted unto death. For the 
sake of brevity, we may refer those to whom it is necessary to 
what was said upon the h^a-m of Jno. vi. 51 — though that pas- 
sage itself is quite sufficient. That which was their future is 
now come near; the night of betrayal, the anguish of death,, 
the judgment which doomed Him, has already begun, so that 
what was immediately impending might be spoken of as already 
present. "Winer, accordingly, gives a better solution than the 
old enallage temporis, " which was now on the point of being 
given." This kind of expression, however, instead of the 
absolute Future, was strictly necessary : as gi-\ ing at the time 
of the institution itself the strongest possible assurance, and as 



' They then say that it is the same with the toDto to jraripiiii' ; that which 
was presented being the subject in both clauses. But that St Luie's ro uvif 
ifiiiii iK-xviiQusniv does not refer simply to the rap, is plain from the «<]«« 
iKxmafi.iiri'i — of the other two Bvangelisls. 



dbjGoogle 



102 THE lord's suppek. 

making the great fact present again at every future celebration. 
We well know how dimly the Apostles apprehended the fore- 
announced death of the Lord, down to the last : it is on that 
account that He gave them the most absolute assurance of that 
death as a present fact, in such a manner as to repress all doubt 
at least during that sacred hour; and it is on that account that 
He further gave the declaration concerning its propitiatory sig- 
nificance and power. (But not the "first and sole" such 
declaration, as Ebrard says ; for see Jno. vi. 51, s. 12 ; Matt. 
XX. 28.) But, again, as the Lord is uttering a formula, we 
might almost say a formulary, for the future celebration of the 
Supper, He cannot speak of it as a past transaction otherwise 
than as present. Tor a symbol must necessarily presmtiate; 
and the Sacrament, which distributes its blessing and spiritual 
influence, abolishes all historical distinction of time. "What 
Luther says of the blood, holds good of the body : " Wlien we 
cx>ntemplate the historical act by which the forgiveness of sins 
was obtained, that bad not taken place at the Sacrament ; but 
now it has taken place, and is past. Biit when we regard the 
communication of forgiveness, ihere is no -nation of time ; it was 
a thing done from the foundation of the world.^ Now, as the 
body and blood of Christ are necessary to all who have rinned, 
and are to be forgiven, it is for ever true that He is always being 
given for tkmt. For, although the event has taken place, yet 
as long as its blessing is not dispensed to me, it is as if it were 
yet to take place as far as I am concerned." This ideal presen- 
tiatifm of the event, which is contained in is given, and is shed, 
approves itself as a reality. And in this we liave the ground of 
that doiiile sense of those two words, in relation to our present 
reception, which Ebrard rejects. 

However emphatically this Present might sound in their 
ears, the disciples could not have interpreted toOto iern of that 
body which at the same time sat living before them ; but they 
must, on the other hand, have thought of the reqnii-ement and 
promise which He bad laid down in John vi. We infer there- 
fore necessarily, that the actual participation of the body and 
blood of Christ was even then still in the future, and that it 

' Add — And goes on to the end of time. 
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had its beginning at the time which Jno. vi. 62, 63, expressly 
specifies for that purpose. We cannot regard our Lord as in- 
tending to say anything which it was utterly out of the question 
that the disciples should understand ; or to represent Himself 
as offering to them anything which their whole habit of thought 
would revolt against. We must therefore guard, both on the 
right and left, against error. We must not assert that, at this 
institution itself, the disciples actually ate and drank of the body 
and blood of Christ;^ nor must we, on that account, deny the 
real participation in after times as contrary to the original sense 
of the Words. The former error is inconsistent gcnorally with 
a!l deeper views of the subject, and is refuted by the letter itself, 
since they could not have received the body given and the blood 
poured out, while the Lord was actually sitting before them and 
speaking to them.* In this case, the great weakness of the dis- 
ciples, which continued afterwards Just as it was before, would 
be wholly inexplicable. But it has been constantly maintained, 
and with truth, that at the very institution of the Saci'ament, 
the blindness and weakness of the other disciples (independently 
of Judas) was specially brought to light. But if that wluch 
they then ate and drank was actually to be the real and full 
Sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, it would appear that 
it had no power even in its first celebration, but declared itself 
to be almost useless — and how could we expect great things 
from it now? All that the later Lutherans have said concern- 
ing the full import of the celebration of the Supper at the hour 
of its institution, appears to me to be a series of assertions which 
are inconceivable and self-contradictory. 

K our Lord's this is had involved a bodily change of the sub- 
stance, "there would be here a new Christ, and that a dead one 
created by the side of the living" as Lange says roughly but 

^ Most Lutherans think most indistinctly and inconsistently upon this 
subject, violatiEg their own dogma of the heaveiily-glorified character and 
presence of the corporeity of Christ. Christ " was then already glorified 
latently," they say, and OlshauBen thus speaks of a jjlorifieatioa which be- 
comea gradually consummate. 

* Afford indeed observes : " The Passion had already begun ; in fact the 
whole life on earth was this giving and breaking, consummated by His death." 
But we ask, ffaa there already any shedding ot Hia blood f 
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truly. But he is not equally right when he rejects all " sub- 
stantial presence" from the words of institution, on the ground 
that Christ as still living distributed His body and His blood in 
the bread and wine to His disciples then present. He here falls 
into that other error, one which, however strange it is, has been 
received very generally with unthinking facility : to wit, that it 
must be taken for granted that the institution can mean nothing 
more than it meant, or than took place, at the time of its insti- 
tution. This leads him to a very remarkable statement of the 
case : " Their participation was not only brought to them in 
His presence, but His presence was their participation — He 
communicated to them His living breath. His hving influence 
— they partook of Him together in His essential life," — that is 
to say, though it is most opposite to the Lutheran doctrine, not 
in any sense a bodily participation ! 

O no \ and again no ! All this is not *' the body which is 
broken — the blood which is shed." As certainly as our Lord 
did thus expressly speak, while yet their taking and eating of 
His body and His blood was not a thing possible, so certainly 
did the Lord speak the words of institution for the future, and 
promise, as in a general Present, what they and all His disciples 
should always receive when they should do this. The formula 
of distribution which did not really distribute must be regarded 
in the same light as that in which the salvation and dehvcrance 
of the people out of Egypt is regarded as ah'oady accomphshed, 
at the institution of the Passover, Ex. xii. 27, xiii. 14, 15. And a 
still more decisive parallel we have in the words of John xx. 22, 
Receive the Holy Ghost I — a final symbohcal expression, sealing 
to them a promise which could not be and was not fully granted 
to tbem until the glorification of our Lord after His ascension ; 
see Jno, vii. 39 compared with ch. vi. 62, 63. Just as this final 
" Receive ye !" is here related, on the one side, to the reception 
of the Holy Ghost which did not follow till afterwards, and, 
Oil the other, to all the oft-repeated promises of the Holy Spirit 
which had preceded — so is it with this final word of promise 
and institution, as connected with that bodily impartation of 
Christ which should take place when His body was glorified 
and had become capable of communication. And this glorified 
corporeity itself is, once more, something very different from 
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that which many hypotheses have substituted for it. Eichter, 
for example, thus strangely expresses himself : " Luther is right ; 
we receive His true body and His true blood, that is, the living, 
heavenly part of His nature, which was sentient and operative, 
m the fibres and nerves of His (sometime !) body, and animated 
His pure and guiltless blood." And Hahn's " scriptural repre- 
sentation" is quite below the subject, whether viewed in relation 
to speculation in the light of revealed truth, or to the letter of 
the words of institntion, when he says, " He gives tlie assurance 
that bread and wine now in this Supper took the place of His 
body and blood; and that, as He had been previously witli 
tiiem in flesh and blood, so henceforth bread and wine should 
be the organic channel for His spiritual fellowship with His 
disciples." According to the Scripture {Jno. vi.), the Lord was 
to be in us and with us also in flesh and blood after His ascen- 
sion ; yea, then first truly so. His heavenly flesh and blood, 
pervaded by spirit, and which have become spirit and life, these 
are the true "mediating organs" of that fellowship which is as 
reaOy bodily as spiritual ; and the bread and the wine are the 
mediatuig symloh of this, in the second degree. "Was there not 
for the Church of the Lord an actual reception of His flesh and 
blood provided, it could have no life in itself, it never would be 
or could be His Church, that is, His body. If this reception was 
not at the same time (not, indeed, exclusively, but especially) 
mediated by an external, earthly corporeal element, the Church 
of the New Testament would have no Sacrammt; its worship 
would therefore lack the real centre and exhibition of consum- 
mate fellowship, and the whole word of evangelical preaching 
upon earth (Matt. xxvi. 13) its conclusive seal. If the body 
and blood of the Lcn-d were not for us, when we eat and drink, 
in the bread and wine, the sacrammt in tlie Sacrament would be 
wanting ; and the seal of the word, instead of confirming its 
highest and most wonderful promise, would retract it, and send 
us back into the region of everlasting difference between flesh 
and spirit— leaving a chasm for ever unfilled between our cor- 
poreity (which, however, is itself to be glorified in a rcsmrec- 
tion) and the « spiritual fellowship" of the Head with His mem- 
bers. Schulthess, opposing the hiwa^ii, says that in Scripture 
jiesh and spirit are the two most irreconcileable things — without 
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recognising that victory of the spirit which reconciles the two 
by glorifying the flesh, 

Christ is the High Priest of the coming good -things (Heb. 
is. 9, 11), the author and dispenser of all that which was future 
under the Old-Testament economy of shadows; and not only 
so, of all that which, even to us, wUl he perfect only in the final 
glorifying and renovation of all things, although its reality begins 
within us from the time that the Glorified comes to make His 
abode within us. He acted and spoke as the High Priest dedg- 
nate (to use Oetinger's expression) even upon earth, and in the 
land of death, when He said— This ia My body which is given 
for you — thus it is My will to give it, and I will give it to you. 
He could not have instituted this mystery first at the time of its 
great fulfilment, for then must He have come again from heaven 
expressly for that purpose.^ He could not and would not insti- 
tute the Supper after His resurrection, during that interval which 
drew nearer to His glorification and was' in some sense an anti- 
cipation of it. For, it was to retain its necessary connection 
with His own and the old economy's last Passover; — moreover, 
He would assure them by instituting it before His departure by 
death that JJis presence with them would be just as real as it bad 
been before His resurrection,— and, finally, He thus obviated 
all docetic notions, such as would have easily attached themselves 
to a Sacrament instituted during the Forty Days.^ 

How then, does He promise and give us in the Sacrament 
His body f as dead or as living ? It is, indeedj the body given up 
to death for us ; and the continuous presence of the power and 
energy of this death so works in us that we ever anew die with 
Him unto sin, in sacramental union with Him ; nevertheless we 
know, and it needs no proof, that this death is life, and gives life, 
and becomes to us the nourishment of life simply. AVere it not 
so there would remain only the appropriation of His Justifying 
death through the " remembrance" of faith ; there would be no 
living communication of the Christ, no longer dead but living, 
within us.^ But while the BiBonevop assuredly brings forward the 

* Altiough in the revelation to St Paul there was a confirmatory sup- 
plement added from heaven. 

^ Then He was latently or initiatorily glorified — not before Hia death. 

* Breit-enatein (lettere to Marheineke, 1822) starts from the Syr. traus. 
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death into the present, and asserts the identity of tlie body which 
is given with that which died upon Golgotha, the vTrep vfimv, 
which is added, testifies, that the same body is given as living, 
as the bread of life within us,— because the eating {as the very 
word necessarily implies) takes away the merely external sense 
of this "/oj- MS," elevates and interprets it into the *' in us." 

The BROKEN, finally, which the Lord's authentic exposition 
has substituted for given^ should by no means throw us back 
upon a onesided view of the dead body, but confirm to us the 
double meaning of the given, as being — for you to death, and 
thereby in you to life. For both these, not excepting the latter, 
must this K\&fj.evop, as pertaining to exXaa-e, embrace. It is 
true that it, first, defines the breaking of the body, the dissolu- 
tion of the organism, its (transitory) disruption as a body by 
death.' Guericke, for the sake of withstanding the " Union- 
Shibboleth " of bread-breaking, asserts that the body of Christ 
generally was not broken at all ; but what would the authentic 
expression here given then mean? We think at once of KJTO, 
bruised, Isa. liii. 5, and iNaT ver. 10 (comp. »^r^S Ps. xc. 3), 
which is more intense than ?Pno — not merely pierced or 
wounded to the ilowing of the blood, but bruised, crushed, 

^;S, and renews all the old ZuinglianiBm of an appropriation simply of the 
crucified Lord, synitioliaed by eating. Meyer thoroughly well answered him 
(Bl. fur hot. "W". V. 136) that this would be a lalf-Chnst, and not, there- 
fore, by any means the Clirist whom we must have. There would be then no 
difference between the Jewish Bacriflce and our Sacrament, save in the out- 
wani form, and in the circumstance tliat the former was offered in expecta- 
tion, the latter celebrated in remembrance. 

' For the omission of K?iS/i6j;ov, as in Irachmann's text, cannot be approved, 
though Schulthesa can appeal to Bengel on that side ; the simple to iicip 
u/iZy ia without meaning, and arose from the uncertainty between hi. or 
k/., as NitiKch haasaid. But when he prefers hiiofusnip, and asserts nxS- 
fiinon to be spurious, as haying originated from 1 Cor. x. 16 or later notions 
of the breaking of the body, wo cannot ^ree with him, but hold the latter 
with Schulz as doubtless genuine. The perversion of C^ip iftat into 
" which bread represents you," is ridiculously forced. Nitzsch still afiserte, 
against me, that the xT^ufusosi is a reading " more than uncertain ;" but I 
must hold to its genuineness, and say withKahnis, that " the expression is 
much tflo concrel* and original for any later hand to have been bold enougli 
to insert it." 

' Hence in some Codd, the gloss Spoinifiiiiiit. 
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broken to pieces as aliving body; just as in Isa. xxxviii. 13 13?'' 
flfissy^Sj ho will break all my bones, is parallel with make an 
end of Me ; and as in 1 Kings xiii. 28 (not so certainly Dan. 
viii. 25 ; Ezefe. xxx. 8 ; Jer. xxii. 20) 13E' to break occurs in the 
sense of MUing. Even Zwingle allowed this, though he made it 
rather too general- — frangi pro pati aut perire. Nitzsch's objec- 
tion to the broken body wo think altogether unfounded. But 
when the same broken body is afterwards given as a (rm/ia to be 
broken for their/oot^the other meaning which we alludedtoabove 
comes Gut— Christ breaks to us the bread, gives Himself to us as 
the nourishment of life. (The tradetur of the Vulg. may express 
this ; and Ezek. xviii. 7, in allusion to Isa. Iviii. 7, uses ^\ for 
0^p\) For our Emf, oar restoration and perfect soundness, 
comes, according to Isa. liii., from the propitiatory N311D, our 
healing from His stripes — His blood poured out in death 
becomes the medicine of life to us. If this is mystical exegesis, 
it is the only one with which we can satisfy ourselves when 
dealing with tlie words of a m^tery ; evMy distorted and one- 
sided view of this central Sacramert, in which all lines converge 
to the unity of the death and life of Christ,^ is unsatisfactory and 
misleading. 

We may be permitted to recapitulate in Meyer's excellent 
words.* " The natural sense of the expression will allow at first 
this twofold meaning : Kepresent to yourselves by this My body 
and My blood, as they are sacrificed for you ; and, Represent to 
yourselves by this My body and My blood, as they are essentially 
partaken of by you, or enter into you, and must enter into you, 
if ye would have immortal life, as I have already (Jno. vi.) said 
unto you. But, since no occasion and no means can be con- 
ceived more effectual for the setting forth of this mystery in 
believers, than the celebration of that rite in which bread and 
wine were blessed and partaken of in devout remembrance of 
the Lord and His sacrificial death, the third meaning must neces- 
sarily he added : — ' Observe this bodily partaking of bread and 
wine, internally contemplating Me, and with a believing desire 
to be united to Me in spirit, soul, and body, to belong to Me 

' As in tie Passover the an-ofFering and thank-offering were blended 
typically. 

2 Blatter fiir hijh. TTahrheit. xi. 236 ff. 
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througli a new birthj to have Me as an indwelling Saviour, and 
to- obtain through this My being within you a. spiritual and 
eternal life : — observe this partaking of bread and wine as the 
fulfilment and sealing of tjiis your wish itself ; I give Myself 
herewith for you to eat and drink, just as I mysteriously spoke 
before, to tlic offence of many.'" 

Do THIS ! Tins is not a liturgical addition which had dxited 
back the appointment of the then^customary celebration to the 
Lord's mouth ; but it is His own word, from which alone the 
celebration could have taken its rise. It was hardly— as Nitzsch 
suggests — -added first after the resurrection. This second tovto 
with -n-oieiTe is much plainer than the former with ian; but it 
is important, nevertheless, to impress a definite idea of it upon 
our m'jids. Are we to understand, Do this as that which I now 
do, and interpret it as meaning — Give ye My Apostles one to 
another, ajid let all who follow you, give to others the bread in 
My place, and with the words which I now use ? Certainly not, 
for that which all believers, to whom long before the institution 
His flesh and blood had been promised, were to do, was said be- 
fore, Take, eat. St Luke and St Paul, indeed, have not these 
words ; and again St Matthew and St Mark have not the Do 
this ; but this omission on both sides is plain proof that the es- 
pressions mutually correspond, with and imply each other. 
Thus it rather means Da after this manner : that which. I now 
command you, this eating (and drinking) which I now elevate 
into a mysterious communion with Myself. Decisive evidence 
of this foUows immediately in the addition — as oft as ye drink 
That the disciples, when He should be no longer visibly present, 
■vyith them, but ^ve them internally His broken body and shed 
blood, would externally give one to anotlicr the bread, and the 
wine, was self -under stood, and, moreover in itself so indifferent 
a matter that in the -Troietv here appointed to the disciples the ' 
main matter of the Sacrament must, be regarded as meant. St 
Paul, in 1 Cor. xi. 26-29, does- not otherwise explain it ; four 
times after the oaajcKS, as oft as, we find mentioned the eating 
of the bread and the drinking of the cup.' He appropriates it 

^ Although in ch, I, 16 he had presupposed that m eoimection with, the 
Do this there was the lUsdng and breaking, just as at the institution the 
Lord had done. 
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to the Corinthian Christians as well as to the Apostles, to every 
" man who would belong to the Lord and His Church (coin[). 
Ex. xii. 48).^ In this New-Testament Sacrament, in the Old- 
Testament type of which the whole community acted as priests, 
there can certainly be no room for exclusive prerogative of office 
and position. 

Finisher (and as St Paul has shown, 1 Cor. 5-7), the X>q 
this corresponds emphatically to the sense in which the Lord 
declared, as we have seen. His body to be the true Passover ; 
consequently we may regard it as certain that it contains His 
commandment to let this festival take the'place of the paschal 
lamb (as previously irotm to -iraa^a ; Schulthess in this is right 
—■Troielv, nby, of festival acts). Therefore, obviously as the 
Passover was observed for the memorial and setting forth of 
that deliverance and passing over, so now — In My remembrance. 
In My— tha.t contams the substitution. In My remembrance; 
that is, in the future, when I am no longer thus with you ; for 
what was then done needed no anapifija-is for those who were 
present. 

" Not in the days of His exaltation, but in the days of His 
humiliation, He laid this great injunction on believers ; it was as 
the request of a friend and not as a commandment for servants that 
He pronounced His last wish." (Nitzsch.) Very true, but what 
majesty of most sacred injunction is there in this almost entreating 
word of Him who is about to depart through suffering ! In remem- 
brane of Me has a tone at once of most affecting and condescend- 
ing entreaty, as if a friend was to say — Forget me not ! But as 
certainly as His own could not and would not ever forget Him, 
■ — as certainly as by the preaching of the Gospel and the mighty 
testimony of the Spirit, what He had done would be announced 
throughout all the world in memorial of Him, — so certaiidy 
must something much higher be contained in this final request, 
which hides its dignity in a lowly form. The memorial must 
have yet another meaning ; it was His design to establish in it 



' This remark, otherwise needless, is rendered necessary by the T. 
doctrine that " the institution of the holy Sacrament of Orders " was in- 
cluded in the "most holy sacrifice of the mass." '-The last words, Dp this, 
are a command to the Apostles to celebrate the Sacrament from that' time 
in His Church, and Jesus therel^ consecrated them priests." AlLoh. 
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a work of His own miraculous power, of which more anon ; and 
the- Do this is all the more assuredly no less than a most sacred 
commandment} Kambach, therefore, says quite correctly; 
" Christ instituted the Supper in statu exinanitionis, indeed, 
but not in aciu cxinanitionia ; the institution of the Sacrament 
was a work of Divine authority and power, hence St Paul calls 
Christ in connection with it xvpio^, Lord, most emphatically." 
Nevertheless, we must remark the humble and unostentatious 
form in which this work of power and wonder was wrapped up ; 
and, moreover, the New-Testament freedom which He permits 
even in connection with this undoubted command. On the one 
hand, although according to Jno. vi. faith through the opera- 
tion of the Holy Ghost may, even without the bread and wine, 
partake of the same flesh and blood* — yet He now appoints 
and declares, that this participation should as a rule be bound 
to the participation of the bread and wine, even as the Spirit 
pre-eminently and ordinarily works through the word. On the 
other hand, again. He appoints with the utmost simplicity only 
the most essential matter to that end. That the Church should 
possess this Sacrament is firmly settled, and the external essen- 
tial is expressly defined in the Do this ; hut all else is left un- 
defined and free, as becomes the New Testament. It is to he 
taken for granted that the Sphit m the Church would take 
order for the salutary ceremonial of the service ; but He Him- 
self gives beforehand no legid specification which should always 
and absolutely be binding. (This freedom and simplicity shines 
out conspicuously in contrast with the Old-Testament prescrip- 

' So that tie Quakers are in most manifest error. Their inward Ught 
puis them to shame through the most niiintelligent perversion of words, 
when they persist in denymg tho obligation of Christians to these " cere- 
monies." So we find in Barclay : " And aa for that expression of Luke, 
Do this in remembrance of Me, it will amount to no more than this, that 
beicg the last time that Christ did eat with His disciples. He desired them 
that in Iheir eating and drinking they might have regard to Hun, and by 
the remembering of that opportunity be the more stured up to follow Him 
diligently through sufferings and death," etc. 

2 Even in connection with the error which rejects the institution, if that 
doea not spring from the heart's opposition to the Lord ; for who would 
deny to many Quakers, who are so evidently and inwardly in Christ, this 
spiritual supper of the Lord ? 
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tious for the Passover.) What persons should in. the future 
assume tlie dispensation in His stead, — with what words, prayers, 
and rites the elements should be blessed and consecrated, and 
the devotion, of believers be quickened, — what relation this 
eating and drinking should sustiun to other eating and drink- 
ing, yea, whether this should he done necessarily in a body or 
sometimes by individuals alone — on all these points there is no 
word and commandment. We regard it as conformable with 
the Lord's meaning, who would have all things done decently 
and in order (1 Cor. xiv. 40),. that the appointed stewards of 
God's mysteries (1 Cor. iv. 1) should take the lead as in Christ's 
place, in the Sacrament as well as in the word ; but this excep- 
tion in the universal priesthood is left free. Nothing seems to 
us more appropriate than to commence with the solemn repeti- 
tion of the words of institution, and then to sanctify the eating 
and drinking to its sacramental character. Yet (as no conse- 
cration is commanded in the Bo this).ali such addition to the 
Sacrament itself might possibly be inwardly completed ; nor 
can we deny the validity of the Sacrament to those who silently 
partake with their believing minds directed to the words of the 
Lord. So with the public and common character of the break- 
ing of one bread, and the drinking of all from one cnp. For 
the freest spu:itua[ity pervades the A'^exe- Testament "Bo this!" 
In eembmbrance of Me. It has often been said that, this 
word cannot contam the great essential matter of tlie institution, 
because St Luke alone, the more removed reporter, adds it, while 
in the " This is" all the accounts agree. There is some truth 
of course lying at the bottom of this, otherwise the omission in 
the other two Evangelists would be inexcusable, or not to be 
tJiought of.' But we are warned not to press this too far by 
the circumstance that the subsequent revelation to St Paul gives 
prominence to this " remembrance" tmce, and the Holy Spirit 
adds also an explanation of it through the Apostle's teaching. 
This explanation is very different from the Zuingiian or the 
Rationalist view, according to which the Lord is merely said to 
have used such and such words, as self -understood. The con- 
descending word certainly begins with what may be termed the 
1 Bat according to Justin Apol. i. 66, tie dicifi'r.fiooiiftHTct rus dwani- 
■huM had also this first retro T<iiti-rt ils t^j' dvccftvtisu' ftou. 
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simple tkinMng upon His person, His past connection with them, 
not excluding the affectionate remembrance of this last fare- 
weil-meal, and that night of His betrayal which it would for 
ever make present to their minds. But, after all that the tovto 
eurt has already said, who can content himself with understand- 
ing the avdfivijin'; in such a bare superficial sense as utterly 
opposes that former word? He who does this, because be has 
no faith in a livingly-present Saviour, working mysteriously 
upon and within us, and therefore turns one word of institution 
against another, has in reality no Saci'ament at all, and de- 
ceives himself when he says that he brings the Lord ,to his 
remembrance. But he who with sincerity of heart and honesty 
of faith enters into this memorial of the Lord and His death, 
will find and experience in it all else that we have spoken of — 
even though bis theoretical views and expressions may do injus- 
tice to the Sacrament as a whole. 

We say first, with confidence, that the remembranee is not 
defined in the clause to be the substance, the essential matter, 
of the Do this, wliich points directly to the eating and drinking 
of the body and blood; but the appended et^ indicates the 
original purpose, the accompanying disposition, the immediate 
influence, of the true participation in the act. If our exposition 
has been hitherto in any degree correct, we have ab-eady re- 
futed the Socinians and others who would understand it onl^ of 
an external eating, as a mnemonic rite,^ but who understand 
neither what His remembrance is as spoken of by the Lord, 
nor what is His body and blood. The error is not removed 
by laying the emphasis upon remembrance of Me, hut by 
rightly understanding the remembrance itself. Already in the 
Old Testament it had a deeper and a real meaning : when the 
Lord spoke of the remembrance of His name, and appointed 
any rite or any place to be a memorial in which His name was 
recorded — there He actually would come to His people and 

' "Clirist the Lord would have a.romemtirance and proclamation of t£e 
violent death, which He suffered for us, kept up in His Church through a 
solemu rite, to the glory of His own name." Selnilthess has even instituted 
a comparieoii with the oeaiaiic of the Greeks, the festivals in memory of the 
dead ! And that in a very different sense from Theophylact's, whom he 
quotes. 

VOL. VII. H 
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bless them. (Ex. xx. 24.) Even then the living God was not 
in such sense absent that He was to be merely remembered ; — 
bnt what does the remembrance of Christ signify, the remem- 
brance of that God-man who gives us inwardlj His body and 
His blood ! Ai-e we to suppose the same Lord, who had so 
often testified to His disciplos that He would be with them, 
among them, and within them in the time to come, to speak 
here of remembering Himself as an absent person who was no 
longer there and only an object of remembrance ? He does not 
say eV t^ e^ifj avafivrjffei. — in remembrance of Me — that wonld 
signify the remembrance and devotion which the observance 
itself would bring with it, and which if already presupposed as 
the first impulse to the doing this. But He appoints and at the 
same time promises, that through this doing the remembrance 
should be strengthened, made more inward ; that a remem- 
brance or memorial of Himself should be wrought in real and 
living fellowship with Him. All thinking of the past is in a 
certain sense a making it present ; bnt if He whom wo think 
of remains absent and separated from us, sitch bringing the past 
back can only turn to an all the more bitter feeling of the sepa- 
ration: and can we suppose this to be intended here? Can 
the Lord be supposed to expect it of our weakness that we 
should rise in faith, through this remembrance, above the sepa- 
ration, into spiritual fellowship with Him? And can this be 
the decisive and main element in an institution which concen- 
tres in itself all the mighty blessings and influences of New- 
Testament grace? " As it respects the Christ, who is with us 
to the end of the world, and in our midst when we are met in 
His name, all is not so much made to depend upon our weak 
energy of faith, as upon His mighty presence." (V. Meyer.) 
His word rather contains the real promise : — If ye do this in 
believing remembrance, then will T remember you, and come to 
you, and work within you, a true memorial of Me, that is, a 
more than mere remembrance. " J.n avtifivijais And ai/a/iifiv^- 
a-Keiv there lies not merely the passive idea of not forgetting, hut 
the active idea of the revival of emotion, the renewal ^md bring- 
ing back again of something." This remark of Schulz is <juite 
correct; but He does not go on to say/rom whom and by what 
means such living remembrance can come. 
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This is the subjective side of the word, bet there is an objec- 
tive side which inseparably belongs to it. Hence St Paul em- 
phatically substitutes a wider expression : not, ye remember His 
death, but, ye do show forth His death. (With allusion to the 
rrijrr, or proclamation in connection with the Passover.) And 
the Spirit within us teaches us to find even in this word an inti- 
mation, first of all, that we must in our hearts show Him to 
ourselves, or " enter with all our faculties and powers, and with 
the whole might of our will, into His death." But the funda- 
mental meaning of that additional word goes further, and shows 
that our subjectively-true remembrance, which becomes through 
our reception a living remembrance of our Lord — tliis avaftin^o-K 
within us — must also speak and work objectively and outwardly, 
before the Church and the world. " Thus Jesus did not merely 
say that the communicants at the Supper should think of Him ; 
but that the Supper should be an announcement and a memorial 
of His death to all." (Scheibel.) Yes, verily, the life-impart- 
ing death of the Lord of gloiy, which should bring forth much 
fruit, was to be otherwise shown forth, and to have another 
kind of memorial, than any other death of one who had died. 
Prom the night of His betrayal onward to the great day when 
He ivili come again, His own pTOclaim, — as in then 1 ol He 
derived from and spent in Him, so pre-eminently as oft as 
they publicly and solemnly commemorate Him in the Sa nment, 
— Life in His death. They bear witness of it to each otl e nd 
to the world. They bear testimony with the utmost pow r a 
worthy and sanctified communicants, such as He would have 
them be. But even the mere external celebration itself, when 
it is no more than that, is the continuous testimony and confes- 
sion of the Church. Even where preaching has ceased to pro- 
claim the sin-offering for the world, the " For you" preserves 
the remembrance of His atoning work ; and " This is" bears per- 
sistent witness to a service which should be and shall ever be the 
means of living communion with Him,^ Finally, and more than 

1 Ab long, that is, as the words oi Christ are spoken in the 'elebration 
of the Lord's Supper. Hufnagel of Frankfort, indeed, preferred aa the 
formula of distribution, " Partake of this hread ! The spirit of devotion 
rest upon thee with its tnll blessing. Partake of a little wine I no yirtue 
lies in it ; that lies in ihe^, in the DiTine teaching, and — in God." 
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this : Tlie living preaching of the Gospel through the Holy 
Spirit finds its last and strongest seal first in the meniorial of 
the communion. As it is thejirst object of the Sacrament to 
nourish and enkindle the remembrance of Christ beginning in 
us, as a disposition of mind accompanying its celebration ; and 
as it is then its immediate effect to make this a living remem- 
brance through union with Him; so is'it in fact in a certain 
sense the last and highest aim of the Sacrament for ever to pro- 
claim to the world the death of the Lord, which has exerted its 
power In ourselves. CommeTnoratio and predtcatiohe(xine one in 
the power of Him, who testifies Himself to be present. Thus 
the Sacrament goes back into the Word and becomes itself an 
intenser word as being its most impressive fulfilment ; thus the 
communion, as it is the crown of worship within the Church, 
so ft is the seal also of the work of preaching which this Churcli 
carries on. We confidently tliink that this last is plainly con- 
tained in the absolute and objectively-laid-down ew t^v e/t^ 
avafivtjaiv (instead of iifitv et? avajivr^mv if^v) — in order 
to the remembrance, not, to you for My remembrance. It is 
thereby declared that the Lord would make tliis appointment of 
what His disciples were to do a memorial to the world of His 
redeeming act — just as in its place the Old-Testament type was. 
Likewise also He took the cup. That is, the appointed 
and customary cup at the conclusion of the Passover. The 
absence of the article before -n-oT^piov in St Mark, according to 
another reading, has no other significance than what we have 
already remarked in connection with the ap-rov. The emphatic 
and striking 'Sirravrat';— likewise — of St Luke and St Paul, 
which infers a similar taking, thanksgiving, blessing, and giving, 
testifies to the indivisible character of the Saci-ament, as essen- 
tially one notwithstanding its twofold form. The double words 
of institution, in connection with the bread and the cup, mu- 
tually confirm and illustrate each other :— he who would super- 
ficiaUy or falsely interpret the one, is shown what is right by the 
other.' The Lord instituted the Sacrament under a twofold 

^ Tertullian : In caJicis mentione testementum cODBtituens sangnine buo 
olisigiiatum, snbBtaiitiain corporis confirmavit. KuUius enim corporia 
sanguis potest esse, nisi carnis. lu wMcli more is said concerning tte 
Supper than Ebrard finds in. it. 
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form ; and v, Gerlacli gives the most obvious and most super- 
ficial reason, in these simple words, — "for He connected it with 
the twofold bodily need of man, food and drink ;" and we have 
shown upon John vi. that there also hunger and thirst embraced 
all tlie necessities and all the desires of man in their utmost 
comprehensiveness. But to this there corresponds, as v. Gerlach 
admits, " a twofold nourishment and refreshment of the inner 
man, corresponding to those of the body;" and we then first 
understand this when we learn from the word in faith that Christ 
also is objectively presented to us in a twofold form, and gives 
Himself to us that we may eat and drink. The bread is only 
His body ; hence He must also give us His Hood in the cup. 
When V. Gerlach places in the middle, "He would thereby 
point to the separation of the body from the blood poured out, 
in His death" we have nothing to object ; for it is most evident 
that this separation does refer to the deathy and consequently 
this is a testimony that He speaks of the same body which died. 
Delitzsch would satisfy the inquiry by saying that it is a gra- 
cious condescension to our weakness, to the end that He might 
exhibit plainly to our faith the twofold character of the gift ; 
but we would ask all Lutherans, who do not regard the Sacra- 
ment simply as a condescension to our infirmity, but insist upon a 
reality in what is presented to their eyes, — what is then objeo- 
tively this twofold character of the gift? We must penetrate 
■ deeper into the mystery, and regard it as demonstrating the 
separation of the body and blood of Christ which continues 
even after His death ; so that in the Sacrament, where He who 
died, nevertheless gives Himself to us as the living, the same 
separation as it were continues. For this we may refer the 
reader to Jno. vi., and our exposition of it.^ Finally, even this 
is not enough, but there is a twofold character in the human 
nature (which here appears only m its glorification) correspond- 
ing to the dualism of the flesh and blood, according to which 
the one indivisible glorified God-man nevertheless dwells and 



' Though thia overturns Ebrard's too cocfldent remark, " Fo one would 
ever think of a glorified blood together with a glorified body." ffe are 
quite sure that not only St Paul, Heb. xii. 24, but also our Lord Himself 
in the institution of the Sacrament, did so speak. The bloodlessness of the 
risen body is, as we shall see, attested as a fact. 
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works in His Church in a twofold way. St Paul points to this, 
when in 1 Cor. xii. 13, after having spoken of the one hod't/ into 
which we are baptized, and which consists in the one spirit, he 
yet refers the e« ev Trvevfia, into one spirit, to the cup of the 
Sacrament, by the we have drunk. We shall say more concern- 
ing this, upon the Lord's requirement that all should drink of it. 
It must not be overlooked, at the outset, in this transition 
from the eating to the drinking, that there is in the latter an 
extension of the fulfilling Sacrament beyond the limits of the 
Old-Testament type. The Lord in adding tlie cup to His 
solemnity adheres to the later paschal ritual, because that cor- 
responds with His design. He does not shiink from establishing 
the joyful," quickening, cheering character of His institution, by 
sanctifying God's gift of wine in connection with the bread^ — 
and that notwithstanding the misuse of God's creature through- 
out the world. But what a deep meaning, and what a necessary 
truth, was involved in this, we discern only when we contrast it 
with the Divine ordinance of the Old Testament, in which there 
was not, there could not be, tay drinking of wine at tlie Pass- 
over, or at any sacrificial meal. The heathen drank wine at 
tlieir sacrificial feasts ; yea, they actually drank blood — to which 
Ezek. xxxix. 19, 20 in angry irony refers, and probably also 
Ps. xvi. 4, certainly Zech. ix. 7 ; but throughout the entu-e 
Leyitical economy it is a forbidden abomination to drink the 
blood of atonement.'^ Such au ordinance as that now given by 
Christ Himself was so entirely new, — violating the law and 
differing from the type wlule in inmost reality fulfilling both, 
— it was so decisive a distinction between the old and the new 
covenants, tliat even thereby (as also, according to Heb. xiii. 
11, 12, by another connected circumstance) the new Church 
was separated from the old. Certain it is that no one could 

' Lite MelchlKedet, otherwise than Mohammed. 

^ Though oiily as following from the enactments that something else 
should ba done with it, and from the analogy with the prohibition of eating 
the blood with the fl^: — but this is sufficiently decisive. Thequestion 
is different in the caae of those passages. Lev. iii. 17, vii. 26, xvii. 10 ; 
Deut. xii. 10, 23 (oomp. Gen. ix. i and Acta xv. 20) -wHoh speak de- 
signedly only of " eating," to allow for the far-distant drinking in the 
Hew Testament. 
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have thought of such a thing as this if the Lord had not ap- 
pointed it. That He appointed it, that He even only in a sym- 
bolical sense should have said, Drink— My blood '. is in fact just 
such a contradiction to tlie Levitical law as Schulz refers to, in 
opposition to the literal sense of the 1 The personal 

appropriation of the sacrifice was vei-j gi ficantly n the typical 
econoray oa\y partial ; eating the bodj f 1 u al was par- 
taking of half : — and thus men stopped 1 n i recognition 
that the blood of goats, calves, and la nb dd n give life'' 
Where blood is, there is also the life oi the soul , and what will 
this circumstance (that we now drink the blood of an offering) 
say, but that we partaie not now of a dead sacrifice, such as 
the Israehtes ate, but of a living, the life and immortal commu- 
nication of which was not attained to in the Old Covenant?" 
(v. Meyer.) Thus marvellously does the symbolism of the 
Sacrament turn from one side to the other; and he who does 
not apprehend Its depth and pregnancy of meaning must be 
rendered incorrigible by his wilful determination to find but 
one. Scarcely has the blood as shed testified the certainty of 
the death of the body which was given and broken, when the 
blood as drunk assures us again that in this death is our life. 
Thus it is not merely, as Luther at one time thought, — Flesh 
is life, blood is death. Eather the reverse, as Clement saw in 
the blood the life, the sphit. Nor is the wine of joy merely (as 
Krummacber says) an ingredient of superabundance, but it is 
based upon a corresponding reality in the living Christ. 

Our next question is now the requirement to drink. But 
before that, we have a parenthetical remark or two to make 
concei'ning the external element in the wine. It is well known 
that in Palestine red wine was the main growth, ,and as such 
served best for a symbol of the blood ; but of course it must 
be understood that this is not an essential point; for in the 
general notion of antiquity every juice of the grape was as it 
were the blood, hfe, and spirit of the noble fruit.' Sepp, who 
disports himself freely in all these figures, says very justly — 
" The ear (corn) is as it were the flesh of the earth, and the 
wine iti blood." Tertullian calls the wine, sanguinis vetus figura, 

J See on. Jao. sv. Vol. vi. 
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Another cu'cumstantial is the customary mingling of the wine 
with water, wliich according to later sources had been prescribed 
in the Passover. Presuming that Christ had done so Himself, 
the first Christians (inconsistently more exact than in relation 
to the unleavened bread) acted accordingly in their iror^piov 
vBuTo? Koi KpdfjMTOs, temperamentum ealicis, mixed cup;^ and 
they further applied to it a new and unjustifiable interpretation, 
such as we find in Cj-prian (Ep. 63 ad Cfecil.) — the water being 
the people with whom Christ now united Himself, as the wine 
mingled itself inseparably with the water !^ Against this we 
must maintain that the custom alluded to is very uncertain, and 
that, even if the ritual of that day prescribed the mixing, it is 
in the hlgJiest degree probable that Christ did not mix the wine 
with water; in tliat as well as in blessing the bread before it 
was broken, differing significantly from the custom. For it 
appears to us that only the " pure juice of the vine " was worthy 
to become the symbol of the all-holy blood ;^ and that here there 
was provided for us, in the figure as in the reality, a feast of 
pnre wine, in which there was no water. (Isa. xxv. 6.) Other- 
wise, it might have been expected that (according to the analogy 
of the bread) the mixing of the cup would be recorded ; hence 
Origen made this his prominent argument for deciding in favour 
of the unmixed cup, ajcparov. 

Deink te all OV it ! As far as drinh corresponds with the 
previous eat, all that was said there applies here. But there 
nmst bo some additional significance in the fact that all are 

' Concerning which, as well aa the rektioii of the Eoman and Greek 
Churches to the question, further particulars must be sought elsewhere. 

' Others found in it a symbol of the inseparable union between the 
Divinity and the humanity. 

' Voltaire tauntingly referred to lands where no wine grows ; and 
Schulthess is not ashamed to say that it was not the will of Jesus that 
where no vine grows it should be brought from far at great cost I We 
would not adopt Lindner's answer that in that case water would suffice ; nor 
Martensen's, " It is necessary that bread and wine, or failing them what- 
ever naturally takes their place, should be distributed and partaken of." 
Exceptions such as may be compared with 2 Chron. ssx. 18, 19 (rightly 
translated) being admitted, the rule for the Sacrament requires the obedient 
observance of the prescribed elements. Isolated and distant Churches of 
Christ need never lack them, having fellowship with all Christendom ; aa 
the Moravian Mission-stations in Greenland show. 
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bidden to drink of it expressly; — this must be taken for granted, 
for every recorded expression and circumstance must, as we have 
seen, have its emphasis of meaning. It is true that St Matthew 
alone records this requirement ; but then he does so, as an Apostle 
and eye-witness, and that St Mark instead of the injunction 
specifies that all did act accordingly, seems to make the matter 
more certain and more significant. TVc may fii-st say, as Ben- 
gel remarks upon the likewise, that in the Drink ye, strongly 
emphasized after the eat, our Lord gives His testimony, " tliat 
we must not separate the two parts of the Supper, nor confound ' 
them; as if the bread should suffice without the cup, or the 
blood be regarded as ah^ady received with the body. The twor 
fold and yet one institution must not bo abridged or divided ; 
and therefore the vavre^ here spoken by our Lord was an anti- 
cipating denunciation of the denial of the cup,^ uttered for all 
who should be content to submit themselves to His word alone. 
This testimony is so clear that even the Concilium non-ohstan- 
tiense did not intend its non-ohstante to have an exegetical force ; 
but, rather, boldly avowed its deviation from the ordinance of 
Christ.^ The prohibition of the cup to the laity is a very dif- 
ferent matter from the euchai-istia intincta which the early 
Church permitted for special cases (the bread saturated with the 
wine),^ — -and cannot be regarded as other than an impious rend- 
ing of the Sacrament; not but that the great patience and 
faithfulness of our Lord may supply that of which they arc un- 
justifiably deprived to sincere communicants who know not their 
loss. There is a second thought which the profound Bengel 
here adds, in his Germ. New Test. : "It is not) Eat ye aJI. But 
after they all have eaten, it m said, Drink ye all. The eating is 
left to our freedom — but after our eating, the drinking is not so 

^ Calvin. : " Thirdly, why did He say coiiceming the bread simply that 
they should eat, but of the cup that they should all drink 1 It was as if He 
had in.t*nded to protest beforehand against tie cunning of Satan." 

^ " Or if one kind was sufficient, it should be, rather, the cup "—says 
Bengel apeaMng after the manner of men. Eome, to mask her denial of 
the cup, has resorted to interpolation in the words of institution ; so that 
wo find in the Mass at the consecration of the bread — accipite et mandueato 
ex hoc omnes; while there is inserted, at the cup — mysterium Jidd. And 
learned Catholics arc not ashamed to say that these additions originated in 
a tradition of St Peter's. 
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left." Tliis sa}'S, once more, that no man must divide or halve. 
As far as this is tnie, it must appear that with regard to Judas, 
to wliom the Take eat could not possibly have heen commanded 
at the heginning (hence not eat ye all, leaving him room to ah- 
stain ill fear), inasmuch as he had eaten, he must also as his 
condemnation drink likewise. Bnt this subtle observation must 
not be pressed too far, or it will soon verge on error. For, in 
another sense, it may be said inversely, that this requesting in- 
junction upon all permits a greater freedom to all in the case of 
the cup than in the case of the bread. As the cup is handed 
round, and every one is permitted to drink of it as much or as 
little as he will, we find another aspect of the matter symbolised: 
— When the Lord has Himself given witli His own hand the 
bread which represents our substantial, fundamental union with 
His body. He leaves it more to the determination of every in- 
dividual, how much of the life of the Spirit which corresponds 
with the body of Christ he will appropriate to himself. But we 
cannot understand this until we penetrate deeper, and recognise 
what in its inmost truth is the body, and what is the blood, of 
our Lord, The remarks of v. Gerlach on Jno. vi. 53 seem to 
us so excellent, that we will let them speak for us. As the 
blood is the soul in the flesh, in the substance of the body, so 
according to him the drinking and eating have this twofold re- 
ference : " The spiritual, like the natural man, needs for his 
preservation as well the continual renewal of his substance, 
as the quickening and invigoration of that personal life of the 
soul which gives this general human substance a distinct per- 
sonality. Jesus creates, through the partaking of His flesh, a 
new man in him ; and, through His blood, the personal life of 
love ; He gives him a living personal part in Himself." And 
again he says ; " Those who withhold the eup from the laity 
rob them of their personal free fellowship of life with Christ, 
and of their spiritual priesthood ; they degrade them, as far as 
they can do it, to a general mass of Christian people who are to 
be directed and ruled by a few whole members of the Lord's 
body," This is not a wild imagination, but the full and deep 
meaning of the memorable Drink ye alio/ this; that is, "Let 
every man take with direct unqualified freedom }ns,per&onal part 
in the full pervasive power of My life" 
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This freedom, — which at ths sanie time is no otter than a 
necessity that all who were presumptuous enough to eat un- 
worthily should proceed with the Sacrament,— was alas a per- 
mission to Judas, and sealed his condemnation. The historical 
relation of tho 'Travrei, aiii its typical meaning as a historical 
circumstance, is made prominent by St Mark, -when, instead of 
narrating the injunction of our Lord, he says — And they all 
drank of it. Most expositors set out by " taking it for granted 
that Christ's design was to remove Judas before He instituted 
the Snpper ;" but we must utter our protest, in the name of 
the Scriptnre which cannot be broken. Other occasions have 
required us already, especially on Jno. xiii., to declare ourselves 
on this question. St Luke's behold the hand, ch, xx. 21, wiil 
have yet to bo considered ; we now abide by the first firm tes- 
timony to the traitor's participation in the Sacrament. For this 
we may adduce a goodly conaensus patrum et doctorum ecclesiw — 
Cyprian, Origen, both Cyrils, Jerome, Augustine, Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, etc. ; then Calvin, Bucer,, Bullinger (in a specific 
treatise), and Lampe (yet more elaborately) ; remarkably enough 
more on the Reformed side, though of course Lutherans (such 
as Wieland, G. Meier), are not wanting. There is no force in 
what the moderns say (as Olshausen) that " the idea of the 
Sacrament renders it most probable that Judas did not par- 
take of it," affirming with great boldness " that it would have 
been contrary to the love and compassion of the Lord, to suffer 
the traitor by partaking of the Supper to aggravate his guilt." 
After the utterance of the Woe thero is nothing to be said of 
tlie aggravation of guilt ; but it has not been contrary to the 
idea of the Sacrament, and as little contrary to the mercy of 
our Lord, that in a!I ages the most unworthy have found ad- 
mission to it — and we should be rather inclined to suppose that 
this would be typified at the original institution. The question 
is not, however, of our supposition, but of what the Scripture 
says. St Luke records a word of our Lord, which declares 
Him to liave beheld the traitor at the table, after the words of 
institution. In Mark, ver. 17, the Lord comes ■with the Twelve : 
— '' as they sat and did eat" is followed by words concerning the 
betrayer, present and eating with the rest ; mthout the slightest 
hint of the departure of tliis one. Ver. 22 proceeds — As they 



dbyGoogle 



124 THE LORD S SUPrER. 

<lld eat— He gave to them— they allAv&nk of it.^ Similai'ly in 
St Matthew the " as they were eating" of ver. 26 is a plain re- 
sumption of ver. 21 which was introdnced by " the Twelve ;" 
consequently, " Re gave to the disciples" in his account, and the 
Lord's " Brink ye all of it," must be necessarily understood in- 
clusively of Judas. We cannot conceive how, in spite of this, 
Lange can say, " But we may assume (though nothing is said 
of it) that he had gone away by this time"— compare his gra- 
tuitous intcrpoktion, " The traitor now vanishes !" Equally in- 
comprehensible is Olshausen's remark, that " the traitor's partici- 
pation corresponds neither with the narrative of St Matthew and 
St Mark, nor with the idea of the sacred transaction." We hold 
with the Berlenb. Bible, which presses the resumption of ver. 26 
from ver. 21 : " For something had come between, and the 
Evangelist now resumes. Christ proceeds to the matter before 
Him without furtlier hindrance or restraint on account of that- 
which bad intervened. And this teaches us no light lesson ; the 
Lord gives not up the good because of the evil. We poor 
mortals make too much ado of anything evil coming between, 
and give up our Gospel-work. But in Ps. xxiii. the table is 
spread, though enemies are in presence. Here we see in Jesus 
the right frame of mind : He lets not the unfaitlifulness of 
Judas hinder Him in this work." 

This is Mt blood of the New Testament ! So in St 
Matthew and St Mark alike, only that the former has an addi- 
tional and strengthening yap, arising out of the drink ye ; and 
sometimes the second to is wanting in the Codd. (a matter, how- 
ever-, of no import). This cup is the New Testament in My blood ! 
So St Luke and St Paul alike, only that the earl is wanting in 
the former,* and in the latter e>w emphatically precedes at/wiTt, 
just as previously it was tovto fiov iarl to awfia. It has been 
already observed that the first form probably gives us the words 
which our Lord used originally, and that in the other we have 

1 On which Olassiua says rightly : " These words were written in antici- 
pation. For they had previously heard the command of Christ, Drinlc ye all 
of it ; this is My blood, etc. Obeying this eommaiid they all drank of it.'^ 

2 Which, on the one hand, shows that the words were spoken Esikt/k*, 
and, on the other, justiflea our remark upon the iarl being originally unex- 
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Ilis own revealed and authentic explanation. It follows from 
this, that exposition must make both its text ; but that it must 
primarily set out from the " New Testament" subsequently 
bronght into prominence. And all the more, as concerning the 
second " this is,"— the reality of the blood, and its relation to 
the wine, — all that was said upon the body and bread must be 
regarded as holding good. 

Great and emphatic is this word — Kaairi BtaO^/ci} — in this 
place ! The new covenant is here fore-announced in its near- 
approaching instant establishment ; and it is also offered for all 
futurity to every one- who would be a fellow-partaker. But it is 
made, confirmed, and instituted (which idea of the tuvriBetrBai 
is unexpressed, but understood of itself in tho BiaS^icrj) ; and that 
can be only by a blood which truly propitiates, in the blood of 
Jesus Christ Himself. As " Mt/ body" was opposed, in the sense 
of being its fulfilment, to the body of the typical paschal lamb, 
so now, in the extended meaning which the Sacrament intro- 
duces by the cup, the emphatic " Mtf blood" takes the place of 
all blood of atonement which the old covenant exhibited : — hence 
it Is Kaipr/ hiaSr)Kr), and not merely icaivov iracya. This latter 
indeed is included, in virtue of the parallel ; but the Lord's 
meaning in this comprehensive expression is very full. First, 
that the blood of the paschal lamb (as we said above) had been 
a comprehensive type of the blood of atonement generally ; then, 
that the entire old covenant really had its fundamental and cen- 
tral mediation in blood; further, that in this typical " without 
hlood-shedding no remission!" (Heb. ix. 22) there was a trtitli, 
on account of which it hero follows *' for the remission of sins ;" 
finally, that this reality of the essential fulfilment of the pro- 
phetic typical economy has been brought and is imparted in ffis 
blood. Wherever in the Old Testament, or in Heathenism as 
the result of still extant truth perverted into frightful delusion, 
the blood of sacrifice and propitiation flowed or still flows — the 
Lord brings the great fulfilment and says, " M^ blood alone!" 
In this most comprehensive sense the sacramental word speaks 
now to New Zealanders and Brahmins, as it spokcj according to 
the development of the Epistle to the Hebrews, to the Jews of 
that day. 

But in an especial manner the Lord refers, in this decisive 
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word, to two principal passages in the ancient Scripture, — to 
a historical passage at the commencement, and to a prophetical 
at the close. The historical is found in Ex. xxiv. ; where, after 
the beginning of the institution of the Law upon Sinai, a second 
fundamental testimony concerning tlie blood of the covenant is 
added, upon the same mountain, to the first which the blood of 
the paschal lamb contained : and where we have the real and 
proper conamencement of that sparing and reconciling covenant- 
institution in Israel, which was now to find its great fulfilment 
in a new and better covenant embracing the world. Although, 
before the establishment of a proper priesthood,^ burnt-offerings 
and thank-offerings (perfectly comprehending all, as in the Pass- 
over) were presented ; with their blood the altar, the book of 
the covenant (the commandments), and the people themselves, 
were sprinkled ; and in a solemn declarative word (the meaning 
of which we leam in Heb. ix. 18-22), this blood was pronounced 
to be the blood of the covenant. It forces itself irresistibly upon 
oiu- thoughts, when we contemplate the direct reference of the 
new covenant to the old as it is here concentrated, that our 
Lord designedly alludes to this saying of Kx. xxiv. 8. Even 
then already the blood was present, at least in its typo, and a 
fellowsliip with it was indicated by the sprinkling ; but now its 
real presence in the Sacrament far transcends the typical symbol, 
and the fellowship becomes a sprinkling of the inner man — a 
drinking. Moses there pointing externally said, nnaPj-D'] nsn, Sept. 
tSou TO alfia TTi'i haQriier)';, Behold the blood of the covenant ; 
but St Paul in the Epistle to the Hebrews substitutes a t^jto — 
this js— for the New-Testament sacramental word is connected 
with it in hia thoughts.^ Wlien the Lord says, " of tlie new 
covenant"— -He made the first old and abolished it, as we are 
taught in Heb. viii. 13. But it is also true, on the other side, 
" of the new covenant — then is the old placed by its side, as if not 

1 Hence young men of the children of Israel ofiiciate ; that is, not, aa 
Onkelos aJid Jonathaa suppose, the first-born, but chosen representatiyes 
ot the priestly people ; and Moses himself, as chief, sprinkled. 

= Aa we observed in the expoation of that Epistle, " certainly for no 
other reason than to point to the fulfilment of the tj-pe, to the sublime word 
of institution which corresponds to the Mos^c word — TJiis is My blood, of 
the New Testament." A hmt, too, that the Apostle was well aware of the 
original historical formula toEto iori. 
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to be forgotten." (Braunc.) It is however fulfilled in its abo- 
lition ; and tbe unintelligent lion-or of the blood, which unbelief 
in the truth of God in the Old Testament has created, is here 
done away in the centre of the Christian worship, in this most 
gracious bond of love between Christ and His own ; for even 
in this we still find hlood and covenant essentially connected. 
(See Zech. is.. 9-11, in that remarkable Messianic promise, — a 
new hlood of the covenant .') 

The other, the prophetic passage, which Christ had also cer- 
tainly in His- thoughts, since in it aJone a " new covenant" is 
predicted, we have in Jer. xxxi. 31-34. (Comp. again Heb. 
viii. 8 seq.) We there read — "Not according to the covenant 
made with their fathers when / led them oitt of Egypt;"" so that 
the allusion to this passage is very plain and significant here, 
where a new Passover is instituted. There we find the chief 
blessing and the foundation of the new covenant to be the now- 
actual forgiveness of sins ; and in ver. 34, the "for" has no other 
meaning than this, that the new spiritual lawgiving in the heart, 
the genera] enlightenment unto the knowledge of the Lord, all 
the glorious blessings which the new covenant possesses and 
brings to man, should take their rise from that one — "For I 
will forgive their iniquity !" We feel at once how appropriate 
is all this here. And we read further, by no means as a mere 
parallelism, " And I will remember their sin no more" — for the 
old covenant with its typical sacrifices and propitiations did 
no more than perpetually bring to remembrance abiding sin, 
Heb. X. 3. But now the new covenant takes the place of the 
old, and in it there is a remembrance of the full and perfect 
atonement, of the one High-priestly Sacrifice, from which grace 
and strength are derived^ from age to age, in ever-renewed and 
living application, 

But we must look more closely at the word BiaB^Ki/, and 
observe how we arrive at the idea of Testament — which indeed 
the tia-riSeftai, Lu. xxii, 29, had slightly foreannounced. V. 
Gerlach presupposes as certain that the word used was tlie 
Ai-amaic DJi^, but this ex]>ression less plainly contains the idea 
of Testament ; and we must confidently assert, even on account 
of the reference to the passages already cited, that the Lord's 
word must ha^'e at any rjtc procei-ded fnim JTin. Either this 
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1 itself was (and we may easily suppose so) extant still 
n the living language ; or, if another was substituted, as in the 
Chaldee Paraphrases, it could be used by our Lord only in its 
strict connection with the nna of the sacred text. "Wliat then is 
the meaning of this word? Primarily, it is certain, that of /tedMS,^ 
as a compact between two parties ; from this the condescension 
of God sets out, when He establishes a covenant with men, such 
as Noah, Abraham, Israel. But it is obvious that even in the 
Old Testament two things were prominent in connection with 
it : — the initiative on the side of God; and the mediation of a 
propitiating blood. When God is regarded as corning down to 
men with such condescension as to enter into covenant with tliem 
as with His equals, it must never be forgotten that it is God, 
nevertheless, who first proposed and established the covenant, 
and laid down its conditions and promises. The condition of the 
Sinaitic covenant in particular is the law ; hence the book of the 
covenant, Ex. xxiv. 7, and most specifically the words of the cove- 
nant, t/ie ten commandments, Ex. xxxiv. 28, and the tables of tlte 
covenant, Deut. ix. 9, and so forth. But stiU more emphatically 
prominent, as the initiative of God, is the promise given ; so 
that nna a parte potiori simply signifies — not the •jraparf/ekla, 
but the iirarfYeXia of him who offers peace and friendship, for 
which it would be enough (with Gesenius) to cite Isa.-lix. 21. 
See, moreover, the covenant mth David (entirely equivalent to 
promise), 2 Sam. xxiii. 5 ; Ps. Ixxxix. 4, 35 ; 2 Chron. xiii. 5. 
All this of itself would prepare the way for that meaning of 
nis which is almost identical with institution, testamentary dis- 
position. But this transition in the idea for the new covenant 
(in which the Old-Testament notion of a mutual covenant, partly 
anthropomorphical, partly legal, must altogether drop), is found 
in the mediating blood of the covenant — not witliout Hood — 
which has its fulfilment in the blood of Him who makes us heirs 
1 AstheVulg. translates it througliout the O.T., and in the N.T. always 
testamentum. But not acoording to the etymology which, derives it from 
the cutting of the eacrifioe ; rather, m Ilofmanii teaches us from K13 with 
the meaning, i« place anything that it may he, or that it may be thus ; con- 
sequently, not etymologioaUy a covenant at once, hut something laid down 
or established, a 'iittHixti. It does not depend, however, upon any posable 
etymology ; but upon the meaning ol the phraseology as the Scripture iteelf 
maliea it plain. 
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of all the tlessiiigs purchased by that death, who gives them to 
us as an inheritance, making us heirs or co-heirs, partakers in 
fellowship of His new hfe, prerogative, and kingdom. Thus the 
Apostle unfolds it, Heb. ix. 15-18, very plainly,^ and " so con- 
nects the death which has now taken place with the ancient words 
concerning inheritance, that the conferring of the inheritance 
shows itself now to be an actual legacy, in the simihtude of a 
human testament." He is not playing upon any enforced double- 
meaning of the Greek ^taB^iet), which, while it was used by the 
Sept. as synonymous with awOrjici), was in the form of 'i?'I}'T al- 
ready in use among the Jews in the sense of a proper legacy ; 
but the new turn given to the expression in the new language 
only corresponds with a reality in the matter itself." Similarly, 
the same Apostle, Gral. iii. 15, compares the promised gift to the 
firm testament of a man, and it is not ^ arbitrary comparison. 
The authorisation of the idea " New Testament" developed now 
from the ri'13, and coming forward in the hiaS-qia), lies in the 
Lord's words of institution connected with the cup, even as we have 
abeady seen that Heb. ix, 20 alluded to them. Assuredly, the 
simple and plain meaning of this word of institution is just as if 
it had been said, " Behold I die for you — and live nevertheless 
— I thus give, bequeath Myself to you— m this ye have Me, in 
My death and blood, so that ye may Jive in Me, because I live 
in youl" Thus understood, the for of St. Matthew assumes a 
strong emphasis — " Drink ye all of this, for it is indeed My 
blood in which I offer to you all the covenant, and seal the testa- 
ment, and give it you !" Similarly, the significant opposition in 
the juxtaposition of the words — " that of the New Testament;" 
as pointing to the new element — " My ovm blood makes the pro- 
mise to you a testament of Him who dies for you I" 

It needs no fmrther remark to show that This is in its con- 

^ See my expoMtion of the Hebrews (Hebi^rbrief i. 316-3S3), in which 
it is bIiowd, and I hope BatiBfactorily, that no sophistry can avail to take 
away the idea of a teatament. 

* There is a half truth in what Bengel sajB : " The words rr^'^a and 3;*- 
tilKt differ^ and have such a difference as marvellously correspoudB with 
the nature of the case. For T'^a is more congruous with the old economy, 
which had the form of a covenant ; haSrun with the new economy, which 
has the form of a testament." This diffei'ence, however, ia but a unity is 
the great development. 

VOL. VII. I 
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stniction with My blood Is to be understood as in the case of the 
bread. The change, however, in St Luke and St Paul which 
makes " Hie New Testament" into a predicate, requires not merely 
this is for the subject, but by a similar change — this cup. For 
the wine, indeed (or that which was given in the wine), is the 
blood ; but only the cup can be called the testament in the blood. 
(Luther's translation in St Luke — this is the cup — is manifestly 
incorrect.) On the one hand, however, this amounts to the 
same ; for the cup stands for its contents—" that which I give 
you in it," as it were, " this drink" woi^piov almost equivalent 
to -jTOfia, ■jToa-ti. (As, in connection with the bread, we may say, 
with Schulthess, TOirro scil. j(prjfia, ySpto^^ only that it must be 
understood concretely, and not merely this eating or drinking.) 
But then, since it does not now folIow^ — is My Hood, hut — is 
the New Testament, we must understand it — " This My giving 
of the cup and your drinking of it, this fellowship in the cup is 
for you the New Testament;" that is, "yotu- reception and 
appropriation of it, your acceptance into the heii'ship," ^ But m 
My blood, again, must not be interpreted as merely per sangui- 
nem meum, througJi My blood ; this is forbidden by the sacra- 
mental this is, for which the other form is only a substitution. 
But it retains the sense of a real importation — " The testament 
betwixt Me and you becomes a reality through the blood drunk 
from this cup, consists in ihn blood, it being common between 
Me and you — the drinking is the obtaining of the testament, 
because that which is drunh is the blood," Compare the protest 
against the superficial connection as maintained by the Eefonned 
Church (as if it was the New Testament which is in My biood 
merely), in Kahnis, and his correct solution — " This potion is 
My blood, which is the new covenant ;" or — " is, as My blood, 
the new covenant." 

Which is shed foe mant. Shed like given makiea the 
future present ; the effundetur or ftmdetur of the Vulg., there- 
fore, is wrong, although, in St Luke at least, datur is more 
correctly substituted. Uepl in St Matthew, and imep in St 

■ And in a continually -repeated renewal ot the sacred and firm Siser/- 
Btit,m, ia the future ; as Calirin saja— ' ' For the covenant which He once 
sanctioned in Hie blood, He in a certain sense renews or rather oontinuea — 
as often as He offers U> ua that sacred hlood poured out." 



dbjGoogle 



MATTHEW XXVI. 2G-28. 131 

Lute (and in St Mark as a various reading), are not to be dis- 
tinguished ; they go not beyond tlie simple For, as tbis was not 
the express place for the decisive avrl of substitution.' Never- 
theless, the latter is involved in the former, as far as the life of 
Christ poured out in His blood enters into us as our life. We 
need not he dubious as to the incorrect displacement of TroWmv 
in favour of travnuv — all instead of many. First of all, the 
many might point, in opposition to the Jewish ceremony, to the 
" multitude of those who, though strangers to the old paschal 
lamb, were now invited ;" and this of course leads to the most 
universal inclusion of mankind. That the blood of Christ was 
shed/oj' all, in the sense of sufficient merit and general grace, 
is testified in the Scripture generally, and here decisively by 
St Luke's uTrep v/j-mv—fov yov, — which certainly includes 
Judas.^ The "many" might be intended as in the ordinary in- 
terpretation of Kom. V, 15, 18, 19, the "many all," who spring 
from Adam, in opposition to the One who redeems tiiem. 
(Comp. 1 Cor. X. 17, ol ttoTCKoi, oiiravTe^.) But, strictly speak- 
ing, even in Rom. v., the ttoTCKoI are not the iriivTe';, but in the 
promised result only those for whom the redemption finally 
avails, ol Xafi^dvovTe^, those who receive it. (Jno. i. 12.) 
And therefore we regard the contrast between St Matthew's 
"drink ye all of it," and the "many" (iroWmp, not altogether 
the same as tiSv ttoXSmv) as intimating that only in the case of 
many (Isa. liii. 11, 12) does this blood approve itself as quoad 
ejkaciam shed for them.^ Under one aspect, as Braune ex- 
presses himself, " there is something fearful in the subtil but 
manifest intimation in. Drink ye all of it — shed for many ; 

' The arbitrary notion of Schultliess, tJiat ix-^aifiipoi/ is equivalent to 
tKXfrriiii, patTor, ^ain^pian, and i^ip equivalent to upon, ^? — that in St Marlr 
the idea of the covenant-blood ia only the blood of sprinkling — needs no' 
refutation for our readers, who have discemed the whole clear connection. 
We cannot but respect the epirit in which Ebraid propoaea the Pauline 
formula, which he expounds one-sidedly, as the decisive explanation of toDto' 
iTri ; but our exposition of the sacramental wordiS must still maintain the 
whole fulness of meaning iu this sacred and mysterious discourse, as we have 
set it forth. 

' For Kahnis hag no reason for saying that this word could not have 
been used in the presence of Judas: — it is sufficient to refer to 2 Pet. ii. 1. 

^ As we said aheady on Matt. xi. 28. 
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wherefore not then for all ? because thus also the blood of Jesus 
cnes out against some ' Feaif ul, that is, is the protest and exehi- 
swn pronounced against the same Judas who was bidden to drink 
with the rest, mi whom the -varying expression in St Luke in- 
cludes — so that ths dreary mystery within mystery in the 
Sacrinient is exhibited m the twofold formula. But under 
•mother aspect, the compiehension in one body of the genuine 
sacramental compiny— the conelative of that exclusion — is 
most ^racwHS The mony saved and sanctified by this blood, 
are represented (as was said above, concerning the Passover) by 
every little company of communicants.^ 

But in St Luke to irrrep iifimv e/cxyofiepov follows ec tm 
at/iart ; and how is this peculiarity of construction to be ex- 
plained ? It has been referred back to the cup simply ; and the 
remark has been made, just as if atfia eic}(yv6ti£fov in the two 
other Evangelists was spurious or of no importance, " that very 
little blood was usually shed upon the cross." As it regards this 
last point, we think that, in most certain and necessary exception 
to the rule, Christ actually, that is, physically, poured out all 
His blood ; and that there is a mystery in this which corresponds 
to the idea of the Sacrament, and is indicated in it : — we wouM 
not, however, make this a stumbling-block to any, but simply 
remark that it may and must be said in a correct sense, that He 
poured out His blood {as it respects its virtue and influence as 
good as all of it) for us. That the shed in St Luke does not 
alone or even primarily refer to the cup (in contradiction to 
Matt, and Mark), is clear from Bengel's saying— nam poculum 
plenum non effunditur, sed ebibitur. Consequently, the transi- 
tion to the nominative here is to be explained thus : St Luke 
had previously spoken like St Paul, or according to the form 
handed down by him ; but he then returns back to the 
Synoptic account, in order to connect with the former the 
main word of the ori^nal tradition — hence the nominative. It 
is a constructio irpoii to (rrifLatvojievov, since in the essence of the 
".ommunication and appropnatioTi, which is here concerned, Zia- 
B'^KT) ev T^ oXfiaTi, and to alfui t^9 SiaO^Kr)'; are one and the same. 
But, on that account it is plain, on the other hand, that ck^iwo- 

' We must leave to itself tie idea of Grotius, that tiiere is aa alliurion 
to Ban. ix. 37, ivnt/iiisti liaSi^nBi' ■sa'i.roii. 
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fievov also i-efers to the cup (or strictly speaking to the wine in 
it) ; not in the external sense, however, but in that symbolical 
sense which now first passes over from the shedding of the Mood 
to the ponring out of the wine. The cup in a certain sense 
points (symbolically) to the %inity of the whole blood of Christ, 
and is therefore parallel' with the whole mass of the bread, or 
the body ; consequently the sKyyvoiievov must lead us to think 
of the wine presented to bo drunk, just as the hiZofievov and 
kX&jlo'ov of the bread. As the body is broken for us when we 
eat of it, in tlie perfect unity of the death and the life which 
comes from it ; so is aU the poured-out blood of the Lord sacra- 
mentally included in this cup, and is from it, when we drink, 
''poured out" as to its efficacy for us, that is, in us — in tlie 
analogy of the pouring-out of the Holy Ghost, that is, His 
abundant, full communication. And here we see a new reason, 
in the profound symboUsm of the whole, why Christ could say 
— Drink ye all (the cup of the Sacrament is provided like 
universal redemption for you all) ;— but could not say that the 
blood contained in it was Hvin^j poured out for all who do no 
more than presumptuously and externally drink of the cup. 

For the remission of sins. This added clause is by no 
means spurious : it is certainly omitted in all but the first Evan- 
gelist, and even in St Paul's form ; but the omission says no more 
than that it was already understood in the blood of the covenant. 
When the Lord expressly thus spoke. He brought into special 
prominence (with further allusion to Jer. xxxi. 34) the main 
blessing of the New Testament as now sealed to ns in the blood 
of atonement. To the old covenant belongs the -TrdpeaK, to the 
new covenant, essentially and properly, the a.^ecri<;, afj^prtiov. 
Eom. iii. 25 (Acts xvii. 30), Eph. i. 7. "For what is the New 
Testament? Certiunly it is the promise of the remission of 
sins and reconciliation through Christ." We may set out with 
these words of Melanchthon ; but must follow tliem up, as 
Luther does,— Where forgiveness of sins is, there is also hfe 
and blessedness. Luther's controversy with those who would 

' As IgDat. ad Pbilad. means in the well-known passage : /iia yapta^^ 
— x«i h ■amtipnit il; harriii tov bi^btoj airoS. Similarly, Dionys. Areop. 
(quoted and perverted by Scbulthess), toj' dhalptron dpras 'hiO^.at — mil to 
itialov tei •mmpUv iraai Kvraifiiflaccs. 
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have the for^veness of sins through Christ sought at the Cross, 
and not in the Sacrament, is well known. He says, " We deal 
with the for^vcness of sins after a twofold manner. First, as 
it has been obtained and must be sought by us ; and secondly, 
as it is dispensed and given to us. Christ obtained it for us on 
the Cross, most assuredly ; but He has not distributed or given 
it on the Cross. He did not obtain it for us in the Supper or 
Sacrament, but He did there through the word distribute and 
give it, as also in the Gospel in which it is preached. If I would 
have my sins forgiven, I must not run simply to the Cross, for 
I do not find it dispensed there ; I must not, as Carlstadt will 
have it, simply bring to my memory and dwell upon the suffer- 
ings of Christ, for neither do I find it there ; but I must go to 
the Sacrament, or to the Gospel, and there I find the word 
which proffers, gives, and dispenses to me my privilege in the 
forgiveness f ' " T ther, therefore, has rightly taught that 
whoever ha ag Ity ience may go and find comfortinthe 

Sacrament n t n tl bread and wine, not in the body and 
blood of Ch tb t th worii which in the Sacrament presents 
and gives th b d\ a d blood of Christ as given and shed for me. 
Is not that I ougk ? 

We make bold to answer this last question. No. Yet it must 
be maintained, with Luther, that the forgiveness of sins is also 
imparted in the Gospel, as here, through the word ; we may 
say, further, that the first Sacrament, Baptism, had already 
communicated forgiveness to the participants of the Supper; 
yea, it must not be overlooked, that a preparatory word of 
absolution had been pronounced upon those who now partook — 
Ye are clean ; and so, according to the old saying, Holy things 
were for the holy ! But what Luther intended, though he did 
not plainly enough on this occasion express himself, was the 
truth that, in the Sacrament, the word ^ven for the appro- 
priation of f^th receives its stronger assurance and guarantee 
through the aeeompanying real communication of the body and 
blood. Thus it is not, properly speaking, for for^veness— the 
word concerning which we already believe^but for the assur- 
ance and confirmation of it, that we fly to the strong consola- 
tion of the Sacrament. So that " the forgiveness of sins is not 
derived from the participation of the wine and tlie bread, but from 
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the shedding of the blood upon the cross." (Krahner.) And 
most assuredly, therefore, this for^veness cannot be the essen- 
tial and distinctive blessing which is received in it. But that 
blessing is confirmed in the Sacrament : first, because we, by 
the believing reception of the elements, place ourselves ever 
anew upon the objectively-certain ground of the accomplished 
redemption, of the established testament;^ and, further, because 
we thereby receive anew in the body and blood forgiveness unto 
sanctifying injluence. All progress in sanctification, all increa.se 
of Strength in the inner man, is conditioned by an appropriation 
of justification in ever new and living power : therefore and to 
that end Christ gives to us on every renewal of the Sacrament a 
new and mighty consolation of forgiveness as the food and 
invigoration of the soul which is first necessary. With this 
view He added the word, which speaks of such remission of 
sins; and anticipating, moreover, tliat all communicants, as 
they would bring weakness, so also would bring sin requiring 
forgiveness to this table. 

According to St Paul the Lord added a second This do ye in 
remembrance of Me, strengthening it by the additional As oft 
AS YE DRINK IT. It scarcely needs proof that this irlinjTe is 
not " As oft as ye drink" (and eat, respectively) ; but, " As oft 
as ye drink this cup."^ As o/(— this is not to be perverted, in 
direct opposition to the Do this, into an entire surrender of the 
Sacrament to our own option. Barclay says, "These words 
(as often) import no more a command, than to say. As often as 
thou goest to Rome, see the Capitol, will infer a command for 
men to go thither." He carelessly and wOfuUy forgets that 
this repetition at the cup itself presupposes the first injunction to 
Do this. The oa-aKt^i—as o/(— plainly enough intimates that 
Christians are not to eat and drink thus once or a few times in 
their lives : — tliere is to be in their hearts a deep desire for it. 
But how often is left in evangelical freedom; this last ex- 

^ Hence Luther, not clearly penetrating the unily of the divine gift 
and the glorified corporeity, spoke of " the most noble and precious 
pledge and seal" ai the promise of the covenant. See Kiihlcr dritter Luth. 
Katech. S. 174. 

^ That Luther's es — it — had the hhod for its ohjeot, is only a charge of 
SchuUhess. 
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pression abolishes all limitation to any definite 
as in tlie old economy.^ 



The renewed importance given to the old sacramental con- 
troversy in our own times, is a suiEcient apology for the dispro- 
portionable length of our exposition upon the words of that 
institution which is so closely connected with the union pro- 
jected among our churches. And we cannot close without 
entering into a dogmatic and pacificatory consideration of the 
controversy. 

What was said concerning the feet-washing may be applied, 
even in a higher degree, to our Lord's act and injunction in 
the Sacrament : — Ye do not yet know and understand what I 
do, but ye shall know hereafter. The disciples could not at 
that moment properly understand the Lord ; the experience of 
the enjoyment here promised, and the illumination of the Holy 
Spirit, afterwards expounded the mystery to their minds, so far 
as being a mystery it was capable of it. The further doctrine of 
the Apostle Paul concerning the Sacrament presents itself to 
us with the most definite precision, simply, and without afford- 
ing any pretext for baseless subtilties. The Apostle John 
points only to its mystical depth in the brief and sudden hint 
of 1 Jiio. V. 6-8. The words of the apostolical Fathers, despite 
the commencement of human dogmatising, retain as a whole 
the same simplicity. And so with the early Fathers who 
followed them ; — until gradually the overstraining of the words 
written in the Scripture led to the doctrine of transubstanti- 
ation. And then came the reaction of a manifold protest 
against superstition, which was early prepared for, and which 
(though not yet complete) in and after the Reformation ap- 

• " It was added, because He woiild have the Sacrament free, and not 
bound to any fiied time, like the Jewish Passover. As if He would say, I 
appoint nnto you a paschaJ-testivity or supper, which ye are not merely to 
celebrate yearly on the evening of this day, but to enjoy often, when and 
as oft as it shall be proper and for your good, tied in that particular to 
no place or time." Catcch. Maj. p. 501. Quite opposed to this is the 
strange opinion that in this a^ oft as b, yearly and public ceremonial like 
the Passover was appointed. 
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"nowhere but in the Sacrament can we Bay, Here is Christ; 
since concerning that alone He haa given express assurance. 
God is here is one tiling, God is here to thee is another ; the 
latter follows only when it is said— Here shalt thou find Me I" ' 
For the reply is obvious-— What right hast thou to say, He is 
everywhere'? — It is plainly a perversion to allege,^ "Tor the 
personal union and the union at the right hand of God testify 
the presence (omnipresence %) of .the body ; but the institution 
and the words of the Sacrauient testify its dispensation." The 
Scriptiure, rather, testifies that Christ is in heaven, in the sense 
of a bodily circumscribed presence;' while the Sacrament 
assures us that, and how, He will be present also upon earth. 
We are free to admit that we must here hold with the Hessian 
divines : — "Thus we determine and teach, that although Christ 
is and remains true and natural man, it does not follow that 
His body and blood cannot be distributed and received in the 
Sacrament ; but, since the humanity of Christ is assumed by 
the eternal Son of God, and is thus indivisibly united with the 
Divinity, it follows and is irrefragably proved that Christ aa 
omnipotent and true God can be present in His body wherever 
He will." This " muUivoliprcEsentia" or this " ubiounque vult," 
with which the Form. Concord, (pag. 787 Kechenb.) agrees, is 
much more correct, more conformable to Scripture and the 
thing itself, than the doctrine that His body also must b^ there 
as omnipresent I 

Can an absolutely everywhere-present body, — not merely, 
that is, dynamically present according to the design and influ- 
ence of the Spirit in it, but locally present in the manner of 
corporeity generally—be a body ? No more than that imma- 

^ " Christ is around as and in us. Although He is eveTTwhere, in all 
creatures, and I might find Him in the fire and in the water, since He is 
there ; but it is not His will that I seek Him without the warranty of His 
word, and throw myself into the fire or tie water. He is everywhere, hut 
He wills not that we should grope after Him everywhere ; only where His 

^ A3 in the Declaration of the WUrtembcrg divines, 

^ Aa the second Helvetic confession, which elsewhere speaks with pre- 
cMon concerning the flesh and Wood of Clirist, citing Jno. siv. 2 ; Acts 
iii. 21. Augustine : " Tn some place of heaven, according to the manner 
of a true body," 
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